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DEERFOOT RESOURCE AREA 
Decision Notice 


Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District 


1. Introduction 
The 13,850-acre Deerfoot Resource Area is 
located in Kootenai County, Idaho (Figures 1 
and 2). Popular with local recreationists, it is 
close to several communities, including Hayden, 
Dalton Gardens and Coeur d’Alene, which have 
a combined population of approximately 45,680. 
The western edge of the area is visible from 
Hayden Lake and private lands along the lake. 

There are six watersheds in the area: Stump 
Creek, Nilsen Creek, Mokins Creek, Jim Creek, 
Yellowbanks Creek and the Hayden Face 
Tributary.  All of the streams flow through 
private land in their lower reaches before 
feeding into Hayden Lake. Forest vegetation is 
dominated by grand fir and Douglas-fir. About 
5% of the timber is small (seedling, sapling or 
shrub), about half is small to medium-sized, and 
the remainder is mature and large timber. The 
Resource Area does not include any designated 
wilderness or roadless areas. 

Figure 1.  Vicinity Map of the Deerfoot Resource Area. 
2. Purpose And Need For Action 
Many of the dry-site ponderosa pine forests such as those found 
in the Deerfoot Resource Area are currently in a condition that 
could be subjected to larger, more intense fires than occurred 
historically. This is a result of changes in forest structure and 
composition, which, in turn, were primarily a result of fire 
suppression and historic logging. A large wildfire in the Deerfoot 
Resource Area would threaten homes, private land, and the 
Hayden viewshed; reduce air quality; and endanger public safety. 
Economic impacts of a large wildfire could be significant, since 
the tourism industry in the affected area would likely be slowed 

OBJECTIVE A. 

Reduce the overall risk of high-


intensity, stand-replacing fires in 

stands that were historically 


maintained by fire. At the same time, 

reduce the size and intensity of 


potential wildfires near the urban 

interface, primarily in those areas that 


rarely experienced high-intensity 

crown fires historically.


substantially. 

OBJECT
Restore historica

dry-site ecosystem 

ecology of thes

Historically, large, well-spaced ponderosa pine trees characterized 
many of the stands in the Deerfoot Resource Area. The 
undergrowth consisted primarily of brush, forbs and grass. Brush 
in these stands was relatively short (2-5 feet or less) and was much 
less abundant than today. The branches of large trees were pruned 

substantially restricted
and pole-sized fir, den
of more Douglas-fir an
loading due to fire sup
IVE B. 

l conditions in 


s based on the fire 
e forest types. 

by fire, and regeneration of Douglas-fir and grand fir was 
 due to the frequency of fires. Present-day stands are characterized by thickets of sapling 
se Douglas-fir with incidence of root disease, and scattered ponderosa pine. The presence 
d grand-fir (species less tolerant of insects, disease and fire), and the increased fuel 
pression has put these stands at greater risk for large, high-intensity crown fires. 
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OBJECTIVE C. 

Trend tree species composition 


toward ponderosa pine, 

western larch and white pine, 


which are more resistant to 

insects and diseases. 


3. The Selected Alternative 

Throughout the Coeur d’Alene River Basin, ponderosa pine, larch and 
white pine have declined compared to historical conditions (EA, p. 1-5). 
Ponderosa pine stands now have a larger component of Douglas-fir and 
grand fir in both the overstory and in the understory. Douglas-fir and 
grand fir are both often infected with diseases (such as root rot and 
mistletoe) or insects. Species such as ponderosa pine and western larch 
are often the most resistant to insects, disease and disturbance such as fire. 

I have decided to implement Alternative 4 as described in the Environmental Assessment (EA). (Please refer to 
the enclosed map.) Alternative 4 represents the Proposed Action, as described in the EA, Chapter 2. My 
decision is based on: 

• the extent to which each alternative addresses the purpose and need for action 
• 	 how well each alternative responds to environmental issues and concerns identified by the public, other 

agencies, and Forest Service resource specialists 
• consistency with the goals and findings of Forest policy and legal mandates 
• effects of the selected alternative in comparison to other alternatives considered 

Figure 2.  Approximate boundary of the Deerfoot Resource Area. 
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The following activities WILL OCCUR as part of the decision to implement the Selected 
Alternative. 

Analyses of effects under Alternative 4 were based on implementation of the activities identified below (EA, pp. 
2-10, 2-11; by resource in Chapter 3). Specific features of the alternatives were designed to protect natural 
resources while implementing these activities; those features are identified in Section 4 (A) by resource 
discussion. 

! Commercial thinning will occur on 641 acres in those stands that have a component of fire-resistant, 
species such as ponderosa pine and western larch (please see Table 1). This treatment will enhance 
resiliency in the stand, since the increased growth and vitality of the remaining trees will contribute to the 
component of large ponderosa pine and western larch species. 

! Shelterwood harvests (followed by underburning) will occur on 750 acres in stands dominated by 
grand fir and Douglas-fir that are showing signs of root disease and stem decay (please see Table 1). 
Ponderosa pine and western larch of all sizes will be favored to remain on site; those 18 inches or greater in 
diameter would receive special emphasis to remain on site. To expand the current range of the species, 
planting will occur throughout stands and in areas adjacent to existing ponderosa pine stands. 

! A combination of slashing fuels, underburning, and rehabilitation will occur on 269 acres in stands 
that previously had thinning or salvage harvests (please see Table 2). This combination treatment is 
appropriate because of the variability in the amount and arrangement of stocking on these sites. Currently 
about half of the treatment areas have 10 to 50 trees per acre, while the remainder has from 50 to 200 trees 
per acre. In all of the treatment areas, arrangement of trees is highly variable. Residual overstory will be 
patchy, ranging from single trees to patches of 3 to 5 acres or more in size. Many residual conifers that are 
not meeting overall target stand objectives and tall brush will be slashed. Prescribed fire will be used to 
remove the slash throughout the area, and to reduce shrub competition for planted seedlings. Regeneration 
will be established on approximately 40 to 50% of the area. In areas to be planted, overstory trees will be 
retained over the long term to serve as shelter, which is needed on these harsher sites to assure regeneration 
success. Reforestation will focus on site-adapted ponderosa pine, western larch and white pine. 

Table 1. Specific Unit Information for Harvest Units under the Selected Alternative. (Underburning will occur in all 
units as fuels treatment. Acres have been rounded to the nearest whole number.) 

Unit Acres Harvest Treatment Yarding 
2a 75 shelterwood cable 
2b 31 shelterwood helicopter 
2c 66 shelterwood helicopter 
3a 69 thinning helicopter 
3b 34 thinning cable 
3c 6 thinning tractor 
5a 61 shelterwood helicopter 
5b 43 shelterwood cable 
5c 27 shelterwood tractor 
5d 3 shelterwood cable 
8a 92 thinning cable 
8b 2 thinning tractor 
8c 1 thinning tractor 
9a 58 shelterwood cable 
9b 2 shelterwood tractor 
9c 2 shelterwood helicopter 
10a 45 thinning cable 
10b 10 thinning helicopter 
10c 6 thinning cable 
11 16 thinning cable 
15a 14 shelterwood cable 
15b 3 shelterwood helicopter 
17a 33 thinning cable 
17b 13 thinning Helicopter 

Unit Acres Harvest Treatment Yarding 
18 56 shelterwood helicopter 
19 31 thinning helicopter 
21a 106 thinning cable 
21b 8 thinning tractor 
21c 6 thinning tractor 
22a 45 shelterwood helicopter 
22b 11 shelterwood cable 
22c 5 shelterwood tractor 
22d 7 shelterwood tractor 
22e 7 Shelterwood Helicopter 
23a 13 Thinning Helicopter 
23b 12 Thinning cable 
24a 61 Thinning helicopter 
24b 5 Thinning cable 
25a 58 Thinning cable 
25b 15 Thinning Helicopter 
26 59 Shelterwood helicopter 
27 110 Shelterwood Helicopter 
28a 44 Shelterwood helicopter 
28b 16 Shelterwood cable 
28c 2 Shelterwood Tractor 
28d 3 Shelterwood Helicopter 
28e 1 Shelterwood Helicopter 
Total 1.391 
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Table 2. Specific Unit Information for Combination (Slashing, Underburn & Rehab) Units under the Selected 
Alternative. (Acres have been rounded to the nearest whole number.) 

Unit Acres 
1 11 

4a 17 
4b 12 
6 25 

7a 13 
7b 6 
7c 1 
12 11 

13a 27 
13b 9 

Unit Acres 
13c 2 
14a 47 
14b 29 
16a 16 
16b 12 
20 16 

29a 8 
29b 4 

Total 266 

For additional discussion related to the existing transportation system and the anticipated changes to roads, 
please refer to the enclosed Transportation System map, the EA (Appendix H) and the Project Files 
(Transportation). 

! 

! 

! 

! 

A total of 1.15 miles of system road will be constructed to treat a portion of the stands. First, a 0.73-
mile section of road will be constructed off Road 1536 to replace a section of road that is too steep to be 
used safely (this steep road will be decommissioned and permanently deleted from the district road 
inventory). Secondly, a 0.42-mile section of road will be built off Road 406 spurs to access a suitable 
helicopter landing for tree yarding from Unit 2B. 
A total of approximately 29 miles of reconditioning will occur on existing roads to provide safe 
access for vehicles and equipment. Reconditioning (consisting of light blading and brushing) will occur 
on approximately 14 miles of Road 206, 3 miles of Road 406, 3.3 miles of Road 406B, 5.7 miles of Road 
1535, and 2.5 miles of Road 1562A. 
A total of approximately 17 miles of reconstruction will occur on existing roads to provide safe 
access for vehicles and equipment. Existing roads used for timber harvest activity will be improved to 
meet standards suitable for use by large trucks and equipment. Reconstruction will consist of brushing 
(removing both trees and brush growing in the roadbed), blading, shaping and replacing culverts (EA, p. H-
2). Approximately 4 miles of reconstruction will occur on spurs of Road 406, 1.8 miles on Road 1535 and 
its spurs, 10.5 miles on Road 1536 and its spurs, and approximately 0.4 miles on Road 1562B. On open 
roads used for timber harvest activities, drainage structures that pose sediment risks will be repaired, 
replaced, removed or redesigned as needed. All currently closed roads that are opened to accomplish the 
vegetative activities will be closed after project activities are complete. 
A total of 9.3 miles of roads no longer needed for long-term vehicle access and which have the 
greatest potential for chronic sediment will be decommissioned. From a watershed restoration 
standpoint it is highly desirable to greatly reduce and/or render inert (decommission) the number of roads in 
the area. Doing so reduces the long-term risk of catastrophic failures that can introduce large amounts of 
sediment into the watersheds (EA, p. H-1). These roads have small drainage crossings that have either 
under-sized culverts, or crossings with fills that are failing and routing sediment downstream (EA, p. 3-85). 
Brushed-in road segments that are not causing any erosion or sediment will not be altered. The roads 
identified for decommissioning under this project are roads that were already closed to general motorized 
use under earlier decisions or closure orders. Roads to be decommissioned include a 0.4-mile segment of 
Road 9090, 2.3 miles (3 segments) of Road 206 spurs, 3.8 miles (2 segments) of Road 1535 spurs, and 2.8 
miles of Road 1536UM (EA, p. 3-85, Table 3-AQ-5). The desire to maintain public access within and 
through the area, especially for recreation, was among the factors used in determining which roads would 
remain open year around, and how other roads would be decommissioned (EA, p. H-1 and H-2). There will 
be no change in the miles of ATV/motorcycle use on system roads (EA, p. H-5). If a road to be 
decommissioned is also designated as an ATV trail, a narrow trail will be retained on the road during 
decommissioning (EA, p. H-2). Access to private parcels within the Deerfoot Resource Area will not be 
changed (EA, p. H-3). 
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! 

! 

A total of 17 road-stream crossings will be upgraded or have culverts replaced. These crossings are 
at risk for failure because they are either undersized or have fill that can easily erode and be transported 
downstream (EA, p. 3-85). In open roads used for timber haul, drainage structures will be repaired, 
replaced, removed or redesigned to reduce sediment risk. This may include pulling back fill along the 
crossing, and stabilizing stream channels (EA, p. 2-17).  After vegetation is established at crossing repair 
sites, there will be a permanent reduction in the risk of sedimentation delivered downstream (EA, p. 3-85). 
The Stump Creek meadows area will be closed to vehicle access and rehabilitation work will occur. 
Vehicles have been driven through the meadows, 
causing damage (EA, p. 2-17). Several user-created 
access points need closure with earth barriers, 
trenches, and boulders to prevent access from Road 
206 and an existing gravel pit located beside Road 
437. Damaged areas in the meadows will be filled in, 
reshaped, and seeded. Stump Creek itself will be 
treated with bank stabilization and an in-stream 
structure where a user-created ford has impacted 
habitat. Stream banks will also be reshaped, 
stabilized, and seeded. By effectively closing off 
access points into the meadow natural vegetative 
recovery will occur and conditions immediately 
adjacent to the damaged areas will recover (EA, p. 2-
17). 

In addition, the following activities MAY OCCUR as part of the Selected Alternative. 

There are opportunities to accomplish the following additional activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area if 
funding becomes available (EA, pp. 2-19, 2-20). It is not mandatory that these activities occur in conjunction 
with this project, but they may be accomplished as additional monies become available through appropriated 
funding or grants. The anticipated effects of these activities have been considered, and are disclosed in the EA 
(pp. 2-19, 2-20; and by resource as applicable in Chapter 3). 

Precommercial thinning and white pine pruning: Opportunities for vegetation restoration include 
precommercial thinning and white pine pruning. The effect of these treatments would be to improve the growth 
and vigor of planted or naturally regenerated trees in stands that were harvested in the past (EA, p. 2-20). 
Precommercial thinning is prioritized to treat those stands with a large component of ponderosa pine, western 
larch, and white pine, allowing these species to better compete with the more shade-tolerant species so they can 
better provide the desired forest structure and composition. Pruning of white pine reduces the potential of 
infection by white pine blister rust and also improves the tree's ability to survive infection by removing infected 
branches. Pruned trees have a better chance of reaching maturity and contributing to the desired forest structure 
and composition. Opportunities to precommercial thin stands and prune white pine (which does not include 
merchantable timber harvest) depend on availability of appropriated funding or grants. The following table 
displays the amount, location and timing of precommercial thinning and pruning opportunities in the Deerfoot 
Resource Area. 

Table 3. Precommercial Thinning and Pruning Planned in the Deerfoot Resource Area Over the Next 10 Years. 

Figure 3. Damage in Stump Creek Meadows from 
unauthorized vehicle use. 

Stand # Acres Year of Pruning Exam Year Pruning to Occur Year of PCT Exam Year PCT to Occur 
30909102 28 2003 2005 2003 2005 
30909103 33 2003 2005 2003 2005 
30909104 21 2003 2008 2003 2008 
30909105 13 2003 2008 2003 2008 
30903008 29 2007 2009 NA 2009 
30903030 30 2007 2009 2007 2009 
31701003 3 2009 2011 NA NA 
31701026 32 NA NA 2007 2012 
30904045 5 NA NA 2010 2012 
30802003 49 NA NA 2012 NA 
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Noxious weed surveys and monitoring: The Environmental Protection Agency expressed concern with 
potential spread of noxious weeds (EA, p. 2-20). Many areas affected by the activities (especially road segments 
and landings) will be surveyed and monitored to assess the establishment and spread of noxious weeds, new 
invader species in particular. The full extent of surveying, monitoring and treatment and the availability of 
funding (KV or appropriated) is not known at this time; therefore, these activities are identified as opportunities 
that could be accomplished if funding became available. Treatment would be conducted under the guidelines of 
the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District Noxious Weed Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of 
Decision (USDA Forest Service, 2000). Noxious weed treatments could occur on all roads and trails in the 
resource area, and treatment could include biological control methods as well as spot treatments for specific areas 
(EA, p. 2-20). 

Removal of additional (already-closed) roads no longer needed as part of the District road system: All 
roads not identified as part of the long-term transportation plan are available for road removal activities (EA, p. 
2-19). The work would consist of the removal of headwater roads and their associated road channel crossings, 
and the removal of additional low standard roads along streams. The analysis of effects to aquatic resources 
considered and disclosed the effects of these opportunities. The order in which the work is accomplished 
depends upon the condition and location of these residual roads. Damaging flood events, such as those 
experienced in 1996, may dictate future priorities. 

Effectiveness monitoring of aquatic conditions: 
Other opportunities in the Deerfoot Resource Area 
include effectiveness monitoring at past instream 
channel and/or culvert replacements and upgrades that 
have occurred from previous roads work as part of past 
timber sale-related projects in the analysis area (EA, p. 
2-20). 
Improve fish habitat conditions in Stump Creek: 
Recent surveys have identified a stream reach in the 
lowermost portion of the Stump Creek drainage 
(Figure 3) that may need in-channel restoration (EA, p. 
2-20). 

Improve effectiveness of existing closures: Should 
funding become available, there are opportunities to 
improve effectiveness of existing closures on roads 
within the Deerfoot Resource Area where motorized 
vehicles are prohibited (EA, p. 2-20). Off-road 
vehicles are being used in the Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation (RMEF) closure area, which may 
detrimentally affect wildlife security (EA, p. 3-141). 
Where it is possible to effectively reinforce existing 
closures and further discourage use of closed roads, 
barriers will be modified or reconstructed as funding 
becomes available. These activities will be focused in 
those areas where wildlife security is a priority. 

Reduce the number of illegally 
pioneered trails: Motorized vehicles 
have also been used to pioneer new 
trails within the Deerfoot Resource 
Area, creating travel routes that are 
not sanctioned nor maintained by the 
Forest Service (EA, p. 2-20, 3-141). 
These pioneered trails may threaten 
wildlife security and increase the 
spread of noxious weeds throughout 
the resource area. If funding becomes 
available, these pioneered trails will 
be closed using methods such as earth 
berms and the placement of boulders 
and logs. 

Figure 4. Lower Stump Creek, where user-created fords have caused 
streambank damage. 
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4. The Selected Alternative in Terms of Specific Resources and Concerns 
For each resource or concern, the following is briefly described: 

A. 	 Specific features of the Selected Alternative: These are incorporated into project design, 
layout and implementation to protect the resource or address the concern, and were 
considered in the effects analyses. There are also features related to heritage resources and 
long-term transportation; all are described in greater detail in the EA, Chapter 2 (pp. 2-12 
through 2-19). 

B. 	 Specific mitigation measures: These are incorporated into project design, timber sale contract, and 
other contracts and project plans to reduce effects to resources. These measures will reduce the 
impact beyond that reflected in the effects analyses. Mitigation measures are described in greater 
detail in the EA, Chapter 2 (pp. 2-20 through 2-22). 

C. 	 Consistency with laws, regulations and policy: This discussion is not all-inclusive, but focuses 
on the areas raised as issues or comments from the public or other agencies. Further details 
are provided by resource in the EA, Chapter 3. 

D.	 Comparison: Briefly, the difference between the Selected Alternative and the other 
alternatives considered in detail is described in terms of effects to each resource. A summary 
comparison is provided in Chapter 2 of the EA, with detailed information in Chapter 3 (by 
resource). 

4.1 Aquatic Resources 

A. Specific Features Designed to Protect Aquatic Resources 

(1) 	Site-specific Best Management Practices are part of the project design criteria, as described in the EA 
(Appendix A). 

(2) 	Roads that will be closed to maintain big-game security goals and/or sediment and water yield reduction 
purposes will comply with the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFS 1995; PF Doc. AQ-4) prior to closure. 

(3) 	Streamside buffers will be applied along all harvest units to meet the riparian management objectives of 
maintaining slope stability in potentially sensitive areas, maintain stream temperatures and provide a 
long-term supply of large woody debris. 

(4) 	Commercial timber cutting will be prohibited in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) for fish 
habitat protection using the guidelines established by the INFS (1995; PF Doc. AQ-4). Except for units 
likely to have burning and reforestation activities within the RHCA, standard widths defining RHCAs 
will be used without modification. No overstory canopy will be removed within the RHCAs. 

(5) 	Timing guidelines will be used to reduce impacts to fish eggs and fry.  Instream work will be avoided 
prior to July 15 each year because it can cause increased sedimentation (fines) while the work is being 
conducted. 

(6) 	All known or discovered wetlands, seeps, bogs, elk wallows and springs less than one acre in size will be 
protected with a "no activity" buffer approximately 100 feet in diameter or as prescribed by the zone 
botanist. The no-activity buffer is incorporated into project design and unit layout, and implemented by 
the sale administrator. 

(7) 	To avoid adverse effects to fish and redds while using natural water sources to control prescribed burns, 
water removal may not exceed 90 gallons per minute and pumping sites will be located away from 
spawning gravels. The intake hose will be screened to prevent accidental intake of fish eggs, fry or small 
fish. An emergency spill clean up kit will be on site in the unlikely event of a fuel spill outside the 
containment system. 
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(8) 	Road maintenance activities will focus on reducing sediment delivery by blading along the road prism; 
spot surfacing at stream crossings; installing relief culverts where ditch lengths are too long; cleaning and 
improving ditches; cleaning the inlet and outlets of culverts; and installing rolling dips and outlet ditches. 
Spot gravelling with approximately 6 inches of gravel will be required at all stream crossings, rolling 
dips, and in any wet areas. 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Designed to Reduce Effects to Aquatic Resources 

Based on current information, no new stream crossings are needed under the Selected Alternative. However, if it 
were discovered during implementation that crossings do need to be installed, they would be engineered to meet 
100-year flood events, which would minimize the risk of failure (EA, Appendix A, pp. A-18 and A-20). 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Aquatic Resources 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Clean Water Act, including Idaho Forest Practices Act 
requirements. There are no streams within the project area that are water quality limited or listed for any 
pollutant (EA, p. 3-60). All the streams in the project area (except for Hayden Face Tributary) flow through 
private land in their lower reaches before entering Hayden Lake. Hayden Lake is water quality limited (303d 
listed) for both nutrients and sediment. Given the scope and ensuing analysis of the project, we have determined 
that cumulative effects will not be detected in Hayden Creek or Hayden Lake (EA, p. 3-72). There will be no net 
increase in nutrients and sediment (the pollutants of concern) into Hayden Lake as a result of project activities, in 
compliance with the current TMDL status (EA, p. 3-96). Considering reasonably foreseeable activities (EA, pp. 
2-5 through 2-7), activities under this project will result in a net increase in sediment yield in the short term, and 
an overall reduction in sediment risk in the long term (EA, p. 3-92).  The risk of any sediment delivery actually 
reaching a live channel is relatively low. The predicted short-term increase in sediment yield associated with 
project activities is small compared to the overall long-term reduction in sediment yield and risk of sediment 
delivery that will occur as a result of culvert upgrades and road decommissioning under this project (EA, pp. 3-
86, 3-92). Risks to beneficial uses in the aquatics analysis area will not be changed by this project (EA, p. 3-96). 
Activities meet requirements of the Idaho Forest Practices Act (EA, p. 3-96) because Best Management 
Practices/Soil Water Conservation Practices will be applied and all activities are in compliance with the 
guidelines in the Soil and Water Conservation Handbook. Based on the Aquatic Resources analyses in Chapter 3 
(pages 3-78 through 3-96), and measures outlined in the EA to protect soil and water resources (page 2-14 
through 2-18), I find the Selected Alternative meets the requirements of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §1251). 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with Endangered Species Act requirements related to fisheries and the 
National Forest Management Act related to species viability. An evaluation of effects to fisheries was completed 
as described in the Environmental Assessment (p.3-78). There will be no effect to bull trout (a Threatened 
species), because bull trout are not known to reside in the Hayden Lake Basin (EA, pp. 3-56, 3-72). Streams 
within the Stump Creek watershed of the Deerfoot Resource Area have been surveyed for bull trout twice in 
recent years; no bull trout were found and none have ever been documented in that area (EA, p. 3-72). Sensitive 
fish species include westslope cutthroat trout and torrent sculpin (EA, pp. 3-72 and 3-73). Westslope cutthroat 
trout (also used as the Management Indicator Fish Species for this analysis; EA p. 3-72) have been identified in 
nearly all streams in the Deerfoot Resource Area (EA, pp. 3-73 through 3-78). Torrent sculpin are not known to 
inhabit drainages of the Hayden Lake Basin, and it is unlikely that it exists here since it ecologically favors larger 
stream and river habitats than are found in the Resource Area (EA, p. 3-73). Annual surveys of a subset of 
streams on the IPNF were conducted in cooperation with Idaho Fish & Game. Based on current information, bull 
trout and westslope cutthroat trout populations appear to be stable throughout most of north Idaho (2002 Forest 
Plan Monitoring Report, p. 3; PF Doc. DN-3). Potential short-term increases in sediment may affect individual 
westslope cutthroat trout and torrent sculpin, but will not lead toward a trend in federal listing (EA, pP. 3-86, 3-
92). Over the long-term, the reduction in sediment yield is expected to benefit survival of individuals (EA, p. 3-
92). Based on the distribution of species across the Forest, the lack of connectivity between large watersheds, and 
the limited cumulative effects area (EA, p. 3-72), I find that implementation of the Selected Alternative will not 
affect viability of any TES or MIS fish species on the Idaho Panhandle National Forests (EA, p. 3-96). 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Recreational Fishing Act. Project activities may have a short-
term impact to fisheries as a result of short-term sediment increases (based on the effects to westslope cutthroat 
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trout, the Management Indicator Species for this project area), but are expected to have a long-term benefit due to 
the eventual reduction in sediment yield (EA, p. 3-92).  Based on the analysis and documentation provided in the 
Environmental Assessment, I find that implementation of this project meets the requirements of the Recreational 
Fishing Act (EA, p. 3-96). 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Forest Plan standards for Water Resources and Fisheries. There 
will be little impact to water resources due to project layout, methods and design (EA, pp. 3-92 through 3-95). 
The Selected Alternative is consistent with the standards and guidelines provided by the Inland Native Fish 
Strategy (EA, p. 3-92 and Appendix B).  Specified riparian management goals and objectives have been 
developed, and Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA) are defined and delineated. Riparian management 
and Riparian Management Objectives (RMO) are addressed using site-specific analysis and supportive data, and 
watershed analyses. 

D. Comparison of Effects to Aquatics Under Other Alternatives 

In terms of aquatic resources, Alternative 4 will have more sediment delivery (tons per square mile) than 
Alternatives 1 or 2 (which have no commercial timber harvest), and similar effects to Alternative 6 (EA, pp. 3-89 
and 3-90). However, predicted sediment increases under Alternative 4 indicate only a slight potential that there 
would be a measurable increase in sediment or delay of recovery in each watershed (EA, p. 3-79). Overall 
sediment delivery (the difference between estimated sediment delivery from project activities minus the 
reduction in sediment delivery as a result of watershed improvement activities) under Alternative 4 would be the 
same as Alternative 6 and more than Alternative 2, but still less than under Alternative 1 (No Action). Effects to 
channel morphology and aquatic habitat based on overall changes in water yield, sediment yield and peak flows 
indicate that Alternative 4 will result in potential change in channel morphology and habitat in fish bearing 
streams, but again with no chance of measurable changes. 

4.2 Vegetation Management (including Rare Plants and Noxious Weeds) 

A.  Features Related to Vegetation Management 

(1) 	Fire-resistant species such as ponderosa pine and western larch will be the highest priority for protection. 
Removal of these species will only occur when retaining them conflicts with the goals of the project. For 
example, smaller ponderosa pine and larch will be removed when they create ladder fuels that may 
endanger a larger, older tree of ponderosa pine or larch during the implementation of a prescribed fire. In 
addition, selected ponderosa pine or western larch could be removed when they occur in a very dense stand 
that cannot be safely underburned without thinning. Based on ground reconnaissance already conducted, 
this should seldom occur in this area. 

(2) No harvest, fuels treatment, or other activities will occur in allocated old growth stands. 

(3) 	During layout of the shelterwood units, all harvest units will be located on sites verified to be capable of 
timber production. Prescriptions will be completed and approved by a certified silviculturist prior to 
implementation (Forest Plan, Appendix A, p. A-2), providing detailed guidance for vegetative management 
specific to each unit. Prescriptions will consider site-specific factors such as physical, site, soils, climate, 
habitat type, current and future vegetative composition and conditions as well as interdisciplinary 
objectives, NEPA decisions, other regulatory guidance, and Forest Plan goals, objectives and standards. 

(4) 	All regeneration areas will be regenerated with site-adapted species/seed source and resulting stands will 
be dominated by appropriate species (ponderosa pine, western larch, and white pine). In treated areas, site 
preparation for regeneration, fuel treatment and planting will occur within 5 years of regeneration 
treatment. Site preparation and/or fuel treatment may include a combination of slashing, pruning, 
prescribed burning, grapple piling or hand piling, depending on post-harvest conditions that meet both site 
preparation and hazard reduction objectives. 

(5) 	In approximately 10-30 years, the stands proposed for regeneration may be entered for pre-commercial 
thinning, pruning, cleaning, prescribed burning and possibly fertilization to meet target stand and 
management area guidelines (accomplishment of these activities would require additional public 

Page 9 



Deerfoot Decision Notice 

involvement, analysis and documentation under NEPA guidelines). The long-term transportation plan 
provides that access for stand-tending purposes will be maintained to all regeneration units. 

(6) 	To reduce the spread of noxious weeds, all roads used for implementation of harvest and burning activities 
will be treated for noxious weeds prior to and after use. Measures to protect rare plant populations and 
habitat capability will be implemented during noxious weed treatment, following guidance under the 
Noxious Weed Final Environmental Impact Statement (EA, p. 2-14, and Appendix I, pp. I-1, I-2). To help 
prevent the spread of noxious weeds and prevent the introduction of new invader species, contract clauses 
regarding equipment washing will be included in all construction and timber sale contracts. 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Designed to Reduce Effects to Vegetation 

Prior to project implementation, a botanist must survey all previously unsurveyed areas identified as potential or 
highly suitable habitat that, as a result of the proposed activity, would have a high risk of adverse effects to 
Threatened and Sensitive plants or habitat, and a likely reduction in population viability. Some areas previously 
surveyed may be resurveyed, based on the date and intensity of the most recent sensitive plant survey and the risk 
to sensitive habitat from proposed activities. Should rare plants be located during surveys, one or more of the 
following protective measures would be implemented: 

• Drop proposed units from activity. 

• Modify the proposed unit or activity. 

• 	 Implement a minimum of 100 feet slope distance buffers around sensitive plant occurrences as necessary 
to minimize effects and maintain population viability. 

• 	 Implement, if necessary, Timber Sale Contract provisions C(T)6.251#, Protection of Endangered Species, 
and C(T)9.52, Settlement for Environmental Cancellation. 

The requirement to survey, identify and protect populations from adverse effects and to buffer habitat for 
threatened species from all activities will be implemented prior to the award of the contract. The maintenance of 
any buffers protecting populations will be administered in the contract. 

These measures are considered by the District botanist to be highly effective (EA, p. 2-21). 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Vegetation 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with NFMA requirements and Forest Plan standards for vegetation 
management. As described in the EA (p. 3-31), implementation of activities under the Selected Alternative is 
consistent with NFMA requirements and Forest Plan standards related to vegetation management. Under the 
Selected Alternative, treatments (such as larch thinning and improvement harvests) are designed to maintain 
existing western white pine, larch and ponderosa pine ecosystem attributes. Following site preparation, 
regenerated stands will be planted with ponderosa pine, western larch, and white pine to promote stand structures 
and species composition that reduce susceptibility to insect and disease damage. All stands identified for 
regeneration harvests are on lands suitable for timber production and can be adequately restocked within 5 years 
of the final harvest (EA, p. 3-24; IPNF Monitoring, 1998, page 7). In accordance with Forest Plan direction, 
stands will be regenerated with trees from seed that is well adapted to the specific site conditions and will be 
regenerated with a variety of species. There are no stands in which clearcutting was considered the optimal 
silvicultural treatment for the stand; no clearcutting will occur under the Selected Alternative (EA, page 3-24). 

The Forest Plan states “openings created by even-aged silviculture will be shaped and blended to forms of the 
natural terrain to the extent practicable; in most situations they will be limited to 40 acres. Creation of larger 
openings must conform with current Regional guidelines” (Forest Plan II-32). The public was informed in April 
2003 that regeneration openings in excess of 40 acres were proposed under some alternatives (EA, p. 3-30; PF 
Doc. PI-56). A letter requesting approval to exceed the 40-acre opening size was sent to the Regional Forester 
on July 3, 2003, and approval has been received (PF Doc. VEG-26). 

The analysis considered the effects on residual trees and adjacent stands (Chapter 3 of the EA, Forest Vegetation 
discussions, pages 3-1 through 3-25). These effects were considered in my decision. I find the treatments that 
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will occur under the Selected Alternative are designed to protect reserve trees and adjacent stands, including 
riparian areas, to the extent possible. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with all applicable Forest Plan standards for old growth management (EA, 
pp. 3-27 through 3-29). Allocation of old growth is based on current and widely accepted science, and follows 
definitions from the Forest Plan, the Regional Task Force Report, and Forest Supervisor letters of direction for 
implementing Forest Plan old growth standards (EA, p. 3-27). The requirement that at least 10% of the forested 
portion of the IPNF is maintained as old growth has been exceeded, with 12% allocated to old growth 
management in 2001 (EA, p. 3-27; 2002 Forest Plan Monitoring Report, pp. 3 and 68, PF Doc. DN-3). The 
Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District has also exceeded its standard of managing 56,000 acres as old growth. 
The District had a total of 60,120 acres in 2001; reviews during 2001-02 resulted in an increase of over 5,000 
acres (EA, p. 3-27). Harvest will not occur in any allocated old growth under the Selected Alternative (EA, p. 3-
29). 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements and Forest Plan standards 
related to rare plants. The Coeur d'Alene River District Botanist evaluated the Selected Alternative (Alternative 
4) in regard to rare plant species. Based on the requirement for surveys and implementation of mitigation 
measures to protect rare plants, activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area are consistent with Forest Plan 
requirements (EA, p. G-16). There will be no effect to water howellia (Howellia aquatilis) or Ute ladies-tresses 
(Spiranthes diluvialis). Implementation of activities may affect but are not likely to adversely affect Spalding’s 
catchfly (Silene spaldingii). US Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed our analysis and determination of effects, 
and concurred with these findings (Project Files, BE/BA). 
D. Comparison of Effects to Forest Vegetation Under Other Alternatives 

Alternative 4 would provide the same change in tree species composition as Alternative 6, assisting in the trend 
toward historic levels of ponderosa pine, western larch, and white pine in the basin (EA, p. 3-24). Alternatives 1 
and 2 would not increase these species in the Deerfoot Resource Area. Canopy and growth would clearly 
improve more under Alternatives 4 and 6 than under Alternatives 1 and 2 (EA, p. 3-25). All of the alternatives 
would meet Forest Plan standards related to old growth (none would harvest in old growth). All alternatives 
would meet or exceed Forest Plan requirements for snag management (EA, pp. 2-21, 2-22, and 3-27 through 3-
29). 

4.3 Fire and Fuels Management 

A. Specific Features Related to Fire and Fuels Management 

The Selected Alternative includes fuels treatment using prescribed fire. As suggested by Idaho Fish & Game, 
site conditions may dictate the use of other fuel treatment methods prior to implementation of burning in order to 
prepare for the prescribed fire. In harvest units, assessments of fuel conditions need to be made after harvest is 
completed. It can then be determined whether the burning can be implemented safely and effectively without 
fuels treatment, or if additional fuels reduction work is necessary prior to burning in order to meet the objectives 
of the silvicultural prescription. In harvest units and in units without thinning or shelterwood harvest activities, 
other fuel treatment methods could include slash piling, leave tree protection, slashing, or pruning (EA, p. 2-12). 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Related to Fire and Fuels Management 

Based on the effects analysis for the Selected Alternative (EA, p. 3-41 through 3-43, 3-47 through 3-55), 
anticipated effects related to fire and fuels management are within acceptable levels; therefore no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Fire and Fuels Management 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the National Fire Plan. The purpose and need for the Deerfoot 
Resource Area project is in accordance with this comprehensive strategy to manage wildland fire, hazardous 
fuels and to accomplish ecosystem restoration and rehabilitation (EA, p. 2-1). 
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The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Forest Plan Regarding Fire and Fuels Management. The Selected 
Alternative is an important step toward reducing the severity of fire effects, the costs of potential wildfire, and 
fire-caused changes in values (EA, p. 3-55). Activities will begin to trend stands in the area away from potential 
fire behavior that could threaten human life and property in the resource area. The created activity fuels will be 
treated in a manner that is consistent with Forest plan standards. Kootenai County recently completed a 
wildland/urban interface fire mitigation plan. FireSmart Kootenai County is a program designed to meet the 
objectives of this plan by reducing fuels around homes and making them more likely to survive a wildfire. Since 
the Deerfoot Resource Area includes private lands and residences near Hayden Lake, where many FireSmart 
projects are being implemented, this project will be coordinated with the FireSmart effort and will be consistent 
with Kootenai County goals for reduction of wildland/urban interface fire hazards (EA, p. 2-4). 
D. Comparison of Effects to Fire/Fuels Conditions Under Other Alternatives 

Alternatives 4 and 6 would better address the fire/fuels concerns than Alternatives 1 and 2. Alternative 1 would 
allow the continuation of surface fuel accumulation, and the continued loss of fire-resistant species would lead to 
forests that could experience more pronounced fire effects and an increased amount of mortality associated with 
a wildfire (EA, p. 3-44). Fire would continue to be more intense and therefore more dangerous to firefighters, as 
well as more dangerous for nearby homes and communities. 

While the underburning of Alternative 2 would immediately reduce surface fuels, it would not significantly 
change the potential for the more dangerous crown fires.  On average, Alternative 2 would reduce flame lengths 
from those that would occur under Alternative 1, although the flame lengths would trend higher over time as 
fuels accumulate (EA, p. 3-45). 

4.4 Air Quality 

A. Features Designed to Protect Air Quality 

(1) 	The Environmental Protection Agency expressed concern related to possible smoke conditions resulting 
from prescribed burning. The Idaho Panhandle National Forests is a party to the North Idaho Smoke 
Management Memorandum of Agreement, which established procedures regulating the amount of smoke 
produced from prescribed fire. The North Idaho group currently uses the services and procedures of the 
Montana State Airshed Group. The procedures used by the Montana Group are considered to be the “best 
available control technology” (BACT) by the Montana Air Quality Bureau for major open burning in 
Montana. A Missoula-based monitoring unit is responsible for coordinating prescribed burning in North 
Idaho during the months of April through November. This unit monitors meteorological data, air quality 
data, and planned prescribed burning and decides daily on whether or not restrictions on burning are 
necessary the following day. These procedures limit smoke accumulations to legal, acceptable limits. 
The District strictly complies with these procedures, and has had no air quality violations. 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Designed to Reduce Effects to Air Quality 

Based on the design features, the anticipated effects to air quality are within acceptable guidelines. No 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Air Quality 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Clean Air Act. The Forest-wide standard for air quality is to 
coordinate all Forest Service management activities to meet the requirements of the State Implementation Plans, 
Smoke Management Plan and Federal air quality standards (Forest Plan, page II-9). This will be done under the 
Selected Alternative, and burning will be conducted in a manner that will meet air quality requirements (EA, p. 
2-12). Over the long-term, prescribed fire may reduce total particulates by reducing the risk of large wildfires 
that cannot be managed for emissions. This project meets the Clean Air Act and state monitoring requirements 
through coordination with the State prior to burning, and the use of burning techniques that minimize smoke 
emissions (Project Files, Air Quality). 
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The Selected Alternative is consistent with Forest Plan standards regarding air quality. The Forest Plan requires 
that applicable Federal, State, and local air quality standards will be met. The monitoring of air pollutants during 
prescribed burning seasons is used to eliminate burning during times when such activities would result in 
violations of the State Standards, including unacceptable impacts to non-attainment areas. The North 
Idaho/Montana Airshed Group monitors smoke management for air quality; the Forest Service voluntarily ceases 
burning operations to avoid violation of State standards. The Idaho Panhandle National Forests coordinate and 
schedule burning activities to maintain air quality.  Burning plans addressing smoke management are prepared by 
qualified personnel. The Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District implements burning projects in Airshed #11.  The 
monitoring of air pollutants during prescribed burning periods has not recorded any violations of the State 
standards to date. Because use of prescribed fire will be based on these smoke management guidelines, current 
air quality standards will not be exceeded (EA, page A-7). Over the long-term, prescribed fire may reduce total 
particulates by reducing the risk of large wildfires that cannot be managed for emissions. This project meets the 
Clean Air Act and state monitoring requirements through coordination with the State prior to burning, and the 
use of burning techniques that minimize smoke emissions (Project Files, Air Quality). 
D. Comparison of Effects to Air Quality Under Other Alternatives 

The Environmental Protection Agency identified concerns related to protection of air quality (Project Files, Doc. 
PI-23). Because the use of prescribed fire would be based on smoke management guidelines, current air quality 
standards would not be exceeded under any alternative (EA, Appendix I, p. I-2). Over the long term, fuels 
reduction activities under the action alternatives may reduce total particulates by reducing the risk of large 
wildfires that cannot be managed for emissions (EA, Appendix I, p. I-2). Alternative 4 and 6 would result in 
more fuels reduction than Alternatives 1 and 2, so they would likely provide the best opportunity to reduce the air 
quality impacts of a large wildfire. 

4.5 Soils 

A. Features Designed to Protect Soils 

(1) 	Fine organic matter and large woody debris will be retained on the ground in harvest units, which is 
necessary for sustained nutrient recycling (especially in areas of low potassium).  In addition, only log-
length yarding will be allowed in harvest alternatives (no whole-tree yarding). On units designated for 
tractor harvest, planned skid trails will be established at 150-foot spacing to reduce overall soil 
compaction and displacement. In units where previous tractor work has exceeded Forest Plan guidelines 
for soil disturbance, existing skid trails that do not meet the 150-foot spacing guideline will be ripped to 
ameliorate compaction concerns. All tractor harvest and wood removal will be scheduled to occur when 
the soil profile is dry.  Prescribed broadcast burning and underburning will be of low intensity and would 
occur when the soil’s surface horizon has at least 25% moisture content in order to protect the site’s 
surface organic component. 

(2) 	To minimize erosion and ensure compliance with State water quality standards, all proposed road 
construction and timber harvest activities associated with the Deerfoot Resource Area will be completed 
using Best Management Practices (EA, p. 2-18; and Appendix A). 

(3) 	In those areas where machine or hand piling of slash is proposed, the foliage and branches will be allowed 
to over winter on the site, allowing potassium to leach out from the slash material. Management of large 
coarse woody debris and other organic matter (limbs and tops) will follow the research guidelines in 
Graham et al (1994).  Intermountain Forest Tree Nutrition Cooperative (IFTNC) guidelines will ensure 
retention of maximum potassium on sites (EA, p. 3-106). 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Designed to Reduce Effects to Soils 

Based on the effects analysis for the Selected Alternative 4 (EA, p. 3-104 through 3-106) and the features that 
will protect soil resources (described above), anticipated effects to soils are within acceptable levels; therefore no 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Soils 

All activities under the Selected Alternative comply with Forest Plan standards and Regional Soil Quality 
Standards (FSH 2509.18) related to detrimentally disturbed soils, maintaining or exceeding 85 percent of the area 
in a productive state (EA, p. 3-106). Site productivity will be maintained through the use of large woody debris, 
following the guidelines of Graham et al (PF Doc. SOIL-34). Compliance with IFTNC guidelines will ensure the 
retention of the maximum amount of potassium in activity areas following treatment. 

Although the project activities will not exceed standards for detrimentally disturbed soils, there are existing units 
(totaling 80 acres) that exceed the regional soil standard of 15% (EA, p. 3-105). Existing skid trails will be used 
in these units, so no increase in impacts will occur. In addition, design features of the Selected Alternative 
(described in Section A above) will be implemented to begin restoring the soils in those units (EA, p. 2-28). 
Specifically, existing skid trails that do not meet the 150-foot spacing guidelines will be ripped to ameliorate 
compaction concerns (EA, p. 2-17). 
D. Comparison of Effects to Soils Under Other Alternatives 

There would be no direct effects to the soil resource under Alternatives 1 or 2, because there would be no road 
construction, timber harvest or fuel treatment activities (EA, p. 3-103, 3-104).  Indirect effects could include 
increased organic matter as a result of ongoing tree mortality; which can be beneficial in moist habitat types, but 
not in dry habitat types. There could also be heightened risk of soil damage with the increased fuel loading. In 
the event of a severe fire, there would be a loss or organic matter from the soil, a loss of nutrient availability, and 
reduced water infiltration, which affects soil productivity (EA, p. 3-104). Risk of indirect effects would be 
higher under Alternative 1 than under Alternative 2, which provides fuels reduction through prescribed burning. 

Both Alternatives 4 and 6 would cause direct effects to the soils as a result of timber harvest and roadwork (EA, 
p. 3-104). There would be minor disturbances in skyline/cable and helicopter-yarded harvest units, and where 
hand line is constructed around units; Forest monitoring indicates these activities result in minor detrimental 
effects (EA, p. 3-104). Harvest units that would be tractor yarded, have new roads and/or helicopter yarding 
would have the highest probability of detrimental effects to soils (EA, p. 3-104). Alternative 6 would have 
slightly more impact than Alternative 4, since there would be an additional 0.63 mile of temporary road under 
Alternative 6 (EA, pp. 2-10, 3-104). 

Road decommissioning activities would be the same under any action alternative, but would not occur under the 
No-Action Alternative (1) (EA, pp. 2-10, 3-104, 3-105). 

4.6 Wildlife 

A. Features Designed to Protect Wildlife Habitat 

(1) 	All snags will remain following project activities unless removal is unavoidable or required for safety 
reasons. Region one protocol for snag retention would be met or exceeded (USDA Forest Service 2000). 
Ponderosa pine and western larch of all sizes will be favored to remain on the site, especially large trees 
of these species (18 inches or greater diameter). These large-diameter conifers will be retained unless 
removal is unavoidable due to safety reasons or special circumstances. 

(2) 	Two road sections that currently have front-end obliterations will be opened to accomplish project 
activities. All roads opened, constructed or reconstructed for the project will be closed with a gate or 
barrier during project activities to protect wildlife security. Where gates are missing or damaged on 
closed roads to be opened for use by the timber purchaser, the gates will be replaced prior to project 
activities. All of these roads will be effectively closed as soon as possible following project activities. 
The front-end obliterations will be replaced within 3 years. If project activities were not completed 
within 3 years, a partial obliteration or other closure structure would be implemented. At the end of 
project activities, all partial obliterations and closure structures will be re-instated in as good as or better 
condition than currently exists. These barriers may not have exactly the same placement or configuration 
as currently exists, but will be designed to discourage unauthorized motorized use while allowing the 
remaining project-related activities (such as planting) to be completed. Decommissioned roads that are 
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reconstructed for this project will be returned to their “intermittent stored service” status following 
completion of activities. Please refer to the EA, Appendix H (Transportation), for additional information 
related to transportation planning. 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Designed to Protect Wildlife 

If any TES species are observed in the resource area, the District wildlife biologist will determine the project 
modifications necessary to protect the species and its habitat based on applicable laws, regulations and 
management recommendations for the species. If nesting by any TES species is found to be occurring in any 
area scheduled for prescribed fire or silvicultural manipulation, no activities would occur in the area until after 
July 15, or as recommended by the wildlife biologist to avoid impacts to the species. 

If previously unknown nesting goshawks were found, the nesting and post-fledgling habitat would be 
maintained. Any activities within one-half mile of the nest would occur after August 15 and prior to March 1. 
The known nesting pair will be located prior to any activities in the Two-Forks foraging area to determine the 
exact location of the nest in that year since goshawk nesting pairs will use a series of several nests in the same 
general area and may move between these nests from year to year. If the nest location has changed, any stands 
being used for nesting post-fledgling habitat will be retained. 

If bald eagles are detected using the resource area, management to retain habitat and prevent disturbance will be 
followed according the Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan (1982). 

Region One protocol for snag retention will be met or exceeded (USDA 2000). Due to the decrease in quality 
snags over time in the resource area as a result of activities (such as past selective harvest of ponderosa pine, 
western larch and white pine; past salvage; and past fuelwood harvest), roads will not be opened for personal 
fuelwood harvest during or following project activities. 

Salvaging of fire-scorched trees following burning activities associated with this project could decrease habitat 
for black-backed woodpeckers. In the event trees are fire scorched during site preparation activities, or as a 
result of any prescribed burning associated with the alternative management actions considered, all of the fire-
scorched trees will be retained. 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Wildlife 

The Selected Alternative is Consistent With the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Forest Plan Requirements 
Regarding Wildlife. Wildlife species listed under the ESA, sensitive species, management indicator species and 
species of concern known to occur on the IPNF were screened for their relevancy to the Coeur d’Alene River 
Basin and to the Deerfoot Resource Area by reviewing sighting records, planning documents, habitat suitability 
models, and other sources such as historic records and scientific literature (EA, pp. 3-108, 3-109). The Coeur 
d'Alene River District Wildlife Biologist evaluated the Selected Alternative (Alternative 4) in regard to these 
wildlife species; findings are summarized in the table below, with further information disclosed in the EA 
(Chapter 3, Wildlife and Appendix I) and in the Biological Assessment (Project Files, BE/BA). Based on the 
information and analyses provided, I find that the Selected Alternative is consistent with Forest Plan management 
direction, goals, objectives, standards and guidelines for the management and protection of these wildlife species 
and their habitat (EA, p. 3-151 through 3-153). 
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Table 4.  Determination of Effects to Wildlife in the Deerfoot Analysis Area Under the Selected Alternative. 

Species" Determination" Rationale " See EA page "

Sensitive Species "

Bald eagle May affect, but will not 
likely adversely affect 

Nesting in or near activity areas is unlikely because there are no lakes 
nearby.  Guidelines from the Pacific Bald Eagle Recovery Plan were 

used in project design and mitigation to reduce effects to eagles. 

3-116 
and PF, BA p. 9 

Gray wolf May affect, but will not 
likely adversely affect 

Not known to occur in the area. If there were, some disturbance 
could be experienced as a result of activities.  Prescribed fire would 

benefit wolf prey by improving forage on winter range. 

3-116 
and PF, BA, p. 7 

Canada lynx No effect 

Poor quality lynx habitat due to low elevations, lack of spruce/fir 
habitats and isolation from preferred habitat by distance and lack of 
connected, preferred forest types. Area is not within or near a lynx 

analysis unit or designated lynx travel corridor. 

3-116 
and PF, BA, p. 10 

Grizzly bear No effect 

Not likely to occur on this District; District is not within a designated 
recovery area. Project would not result in long-term degradation of 
grizzly bear habitat, nor would any expansion of human settlement 

occur as a result of the project. 

3-116 
and PF, BA, p. 12 

Woodland 
caribou No effect 

Although some potential habitat exists in other areas of northern 
Idaho, the caribou are not known to occur outside the Selkirk 

Mountains. 

3-117 
and PF, BA, p. 13 

Sensitive Species "

Northern 
goshawk 

May impact 
individuals but ill not 
likely result in a trend 
toward federal listing 
or reduced viability 

There will b a loss of 77 acres of suitable habitat as a result of road 
construction and reconstruction will increase the potential for 

disturbance to nesting pairs. 

3-121 
and PF, BE, p. 5 

Flammulated 
owl & white-

headed 
woodpecker 

May impact 
individuals but ill not 
likely result in a trend 
toward federal listing 
or reduced viability 

There will be a loss of 111 acres of suitable habitat. Additional 
habitat will be thinned, but will likely be maintained as suitable 

habitat after treatment is complete. 
PF, BE, p. 9 

Black-backed 
woodpecker 

May impact 
individuals but ill not 
likely result in a trend 
toward federal listing 
or reduced viability 

Up to 65 acres of suitable nesting habitat could be lost. Habitat 
quality may be reduced in some treated stands. Stands with 
underburning and slashing will provide additional habitat. 

PF, BE, p. 9 

Fisher 

May impact 
individuals but ill not 
likely result in a trend 
toward federal listing 
or reduced viability 

Late successional habitat with the area will be reduced by 5%.  Road 
construction and reconstruction will increase the potential for 

incidental trapping and disturbance. 
PF, BE, p. 11 

Wolverine 

May impact 
individuals but ill not 
likely result in a trend 
toward federal listing 
or reduced viability 

Project activities could result in disturbance or displacement were the 
species present. Road construction and reconstruction will 

temporarily reduce security. 

2-28, 
PF, BE, p. 12 

Coeur d’Alene 
salamander 

May impact 
individuals but ill not 
likely result in a trend 
toward federal listing 
or reduced viability 

Roadwork could result in disturbance, mortality and temporary 
habitat alteration. 

2-28 
PF, BE, p. 13 

Peregrine 
falcon No effect 

No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Common loon No effect 
No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Harlequin 
duck No effect 

No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Townsend’s 
big-eared bat No effect 

No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
2-28, 3-111 
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Table 4.  Determination of Effects to Wildlife in the Deerfoot Analysis Area Under the Selected Alternative, "
continued. "

Species" Determination" Rationale " See EA page "
Sensitive Species, continued "

Boreal toad No effect 
No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Northern 
leopard frog No effect 

No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Northern bog 
lemming No effect 

No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Common loon No effect 
No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Common loon No effect 
No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-111 

Old Growth Management Indicator Species "

Pileated 
woodpecker 

Consistent with the 
Forest Plan 

5% loss of mature habitat (canopy) is likely to result in decreased 
habitat quality. Some snags could be lost. No old growth will be 

treated. 
3-148 

Pine marten No effect 
No probability of occurrence, based on records of species sightings, 
presence of suitable habitat, and potential to provide suitable habitat 

in the watershed in the future. 
3-140 

Big Game Management Indicator Species "

Rocky 
Mountain elk 

Consistent with the 
Forest Plan 

There will be a temporary loss of security due to road construction 
and reconstruction. Habitat potential remains at minimum levels, but 

within Forest Plan standards. 
3-146 thru 148 

The US Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed our analysis and determination of effects to Threatened species, 
and concurred with our findings (Project Files, BE/BA). Based on these determinations, I find the Selected 
Alternative is consistent with the Endangered Species Act and the Forest Plan in regard to the management and 
protection of wildlife habitat and species. 

D. Comparison of Effects to Wildlife Under Other Alternatives 

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be a long-term risk to wildlife habitat due to decreased crown 
closure over the next 50 years. There would also be an increasing risk of habitat loss to stand-replacing fire over 
time. 

Alternative 2 would improve forage and open the understory to benefit some species, but would still retain many 
risks to stands due to the limited amount of acres that can be treated without prior thinning. 

Alternative 4 and 6 are very similar. The main difference is the amount of new road construction (there is 
slightly more under Alternative 6). The amount of road reconstruction (which could cause the most disturbance 
and loss of security) is the same under both alternatives. The shelterwood prescription will cause a loss of 
suitable habitat for some species, for a period of up to 150 years. The reintroduction of fire will improve habitat 
for some neotropical species, and improve forage for elk. 

4.7 Transportation 

A.  Features Related to Transportation 

Transportation planning for the Deerfoot Resource Area was conducted using the Roads Analysis (RAP) Process 
(EA, p.H-2; PF Doc. TRAN-3). A long-term transportation plan was developed for the Deerfoot Resource area, 
identifying the current status of existing roads within the area (EA, p. 2-18, 2-19, and H-3; PF Doc. TRAN-1 and 
TRAN-2). Alternative development was based in part on this transportation plan. 
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B. Specific Mitigation Measures Related to Transportation 

Based on the analysis (EA, Appendix H, Project Files - Transportation), anticipated effects on the transportation 
system are within acceptable levels; therefore no mitigation measures are necessary. 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Transportation 

The Selected Alternative is consistent With the Forest Service Road Management and Transportation System Rule. 
A Roads Analysis Process (RAP) Report has been completed for the Deerfoot Resource Area, documenting the 
environmental, social and economic impacts of the proposed road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and 
decommissioning activities (PF TRAN-3). For additional information, refer to the EA, Appendix H. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent With the Roadless Area Conservation Rule and Forest Plan direction 
regarding Roadless Areas. There are no lands in or immediately adjacent to the Deerfoot Resource Area 
identified as inventoried roadless. There will be no change to road access in relation to inventoried roadless 
areas under the Selected Alternative. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent With Forest Plan direction regarding transportation. 

The Forest Plan identifies standards related to the amount, location, design, and planning of roads (Forest Plan, 
pp. II-35 and II-36). Identification of the long-term transportation system in the Deerfoot Resource Area (PF 
Doc. TRAN-1 and TRAN-2) and completion of the Roads Analysis Process (PF Doc. TRAN-3) and activities 
under the Selected Alternative are consistent with these standards. Please refer to the EA, Appendix H and 
Project Files, Transportation. 
D. Comparison of Transportation Systems Under Other Alternatives 

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not build, reconstruct or recondition any roads in the Deerfoot Resource Area, 
although road construction would occur in conjunction with the long-term transportation plan for the area (EA, 
Appendix H, p. H-2). Alternatives 4 and 6 would be very similar, with the same amount of reconstruction (29 
miles) and reconditioning (17 miles). The difference between the two alternatives lies in the amount of new road 
construction. There would be 1.15 miles of new system road under Alternative 4, with 1.72 miles of new system 
road and 0.63 miles of temporary road constructed under Alternative 6. There are 28 miles of roads in the 
Deerfoot Resource Area planned for decommissioning, leaving a total of 60 miles of road in the Resource Area 
(with just over 22 miles of roads open to general motorized traffic) under any alternative. There would be no 
change in the miles of ATV/motorcycle use on system roads under any alternative (EA, Appendix H, p. H-2). 

4.8 Recreation 

A. Features Designed to Protect Recreational Uses 

The overall effect to recreation as a result of activities under the Selected alternative are to the scenic 
environment, and can alter patterns of access and recreation use. Harvest activities temporarily disrupt recreation 
by precluding entry into a particular area. Noise, dust and smoke also have effects on recreation. To ensure 
protection of existing recreation uses and access in the Deerfoot Resource Area, 

(1) 	Either Forest Road 206 or 437 will be open and free of log hauling and timber sale access by conventional 
vehicles during the snowmobile season of December 15 through the end of March. 

(2) 	Non-system roads that are temporarily opened to facilitate timber harvest and post-harvest operations will 
be kept closely monitored during activities and closed by obliteration and earth barriers following 
completion of activities. 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Related to Recreation 

Based on the analysis (EA, Appx I, p. I-4), there will be negligible effects on recreation opportunities, settings 
and facilities in the Deerfoot Resource Area; therefore no mitigation measures are necessary. 
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C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Recreation 

The Selected Alternative is consistent With recreation objectives under the Natural Resource Agenda. The 
timber harvest and fuels treatment activities will likely cause some disturbance or interruptions to recreation 
visitors, but the disturbances will be of a temporary nature (EA, Appx. I, p. I-4). No developed recreation sites 
will be directly affected. Indirect effects might include the sounds of helicopters and logging trucks passing a 
recreation site. Recreation experiences may have to be achieved in another area of the forest setting until 
activities are complete. Activities will be accomplished using safety standards based on the Forest Service’s 
Health and Safety Code Handbook. 
D. Comparison of Effects to Recreation Under Other Alternatives 

Existing recreation management would continue under the No-Action Alternative (1). There would be a 
negligible effect on recreation opportunities, settings and facilities in the Deerfoot Resource Area under any of 
the action alternatives (EA, Appendix I, p. I-4). 

4.9 Scenery 

A. Features Related to Scenery 

There are no specific alternative design features related to scenery management. There are specific mitigation 
measures, as described below. 

B. Specific Mitigation Measures Related to Scenery 

The road needed to access Unit 2 (in section 36) will probably meet the partial retention objective due to the 
distance from critical viewpoints (EA, p. 2-22). Screening the road prism by leaving more trees could soften the 
straight-line effect of the road crossing the upper portion of the unit. The canopy is more open near the top of the 
ridge, and the planned cable logging corridors from the road makes it difficult to leave enough trees in place. 
Layout of this road will be carefully scrutinized to ensure the location minimizes visibility.  If visibility were still 
a concern, one option would be to construct this as a temporary road, which may not meet the objective in the 
short term, but over the long term the road would be removed from the landscape and rehabilitated. Another 
option may be to change the location of the road to the north side of Deerfoot Ridge. If these options were 
necessary, an interdisciplinary analysis would be conducted prior to the change. 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Scenery (EA, p. 2-14 through 2-17) 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with Forest Plan direction and policy related to scenery management.  The 
Selected Alternative may have short-term visual effects associated with tree-crown scorching during 
underburning. New road construction would also impact visuals. However, implementing the measures 
identified above will allow the alternative to meet Forest Plan standards for visuals (EA, p. 3-158). 
D. Comparison of Effects to Scenery Under Other Alternatives 

Of 10 timber sales that were active in 2002 on the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District, 3 were complete and 
were found to meet visual quality objectives; 6 had the logging activities complete (with burning yet to occur) 
and were found to meet visual quality objectives, and 1 was incomplete and had not yet been reviewed (2002 
Forest Plan Monitoring Report, pp. 18-19; PF Doc. DN-3). 

4.10 Finances 

A. Features Related to Finances 

There are no specific features related to finances; however, revenues and costs vary by alternative due to the 
level and method of management activities proposed (EA, p. 3-159). 
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B. Specific Mitigation Measures Related to Finances 

Based on the alternative design features and effects analyses, no mitigation measures are necessary related to 
finances. 

C. Consistency with Laws, Regulations and Policy Related to Finances 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with Forest Plan direction regarding Finances. Forest-wide goals, 
objectives, and standards for finances are not specifically addressed in the Forest Plan (EA, p. 3-167). This 
issue is addressed indirectly in the discussion of community stability. The Selected Alternative will meet this 
Forest Plan direction because timber harvest will contribute (to a small extent) to the continuing operation of 
local mills, directly and indirectly enhancing the local and state economy through employment and tax 
revenues (EA, page 3-37). 

D. Comparison of Effects to Finances Under Other Alternatives 

Estimated planning costs for gathering information, conducting analyses and preparing the appropriate 
documents for this project will cost an estimated $200,000 (EA, p. 3-164). Since there would be no timber 
harvest to generate funds under Alternative 1, there would be a total cost of $200,000. Under Alternative 2, there 
are costs related to accomplishing prescribed burning, watershed restoration, road closure and decommissioning, 
and other watershed restoration activities in addition to the planning costs, for a total expenditure of $640,000. 
Alternatives 4 and 6 would both generate funds through the commercial sale of harvested timber, which would 
help offset the costs of planning, sale preparation, harvest and engineering administration, slash disposal and site 
prep, reforestation, road closures and decommissioning, and watershed restoration work. This would amount to a 
net cost of $1,725,000 under Alternative 4, and slightly less ($1,709,000) under Alternative 6 (primarily because 
Alternative 4 would generate more funds from the sale of timber). 

4.11. Findings And Consistency With Other Laws, Regulations And Policy 

The Deerfoot Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice were prepared following the guidelines of the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The analysis for the Deerfoot Resource Area project followed the guidelines 
of NEPA as provided by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). Alternatives were developed based on 
existing conditions, Forest Plan goals and objectives, and public concerns and recommendations. A total of four 
alternatives were considered in detail (EA, pages 2-9 through 2-12, “Alternative Descriptions”), including a no-
action alternative as required by NEPA and NFMA. During alternative development, an additional eight 
alternatives were briefly considered but eliminated from further study (EA, page 2-24). During review of the 
environmental assessment, one additional alternative was considered but eliminated from further study (DN, p. 
18). The range of alternatives is appropriate given the scope of the proposal and the purpose and need for action 
(EA, pages 1-2, 1-7). 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the National Resources Agenda. Activities to be implemented under 
the Selected Alternative have been designed to be consistent with the goals and tentative direction provided 
under the Natural Resources Agenda to date. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project. Under 
the Selected Alternative, treatment activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area will address these three primary risks 
in a manner consistent with Chapter 8 of the Integrated Scientific Assessment. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Northern Region Overview. Findings of the Northern Region 
Overview assessment conclude that there are multiple areas of concern in the Northwest Zone of the Region, but 
that "this subregion holds the greatest opportunity for vegetation treatments and restoration with timber sales. 
From a social and economic standpoint, using timber harvest for ecological restoration would be a benefit to the 
many communities which still have a strong economic dependency, more so than in other zones in the Region. 
Aquatic restoration should be focused on specific needs based on the zone aquatic restoration strategy." The 
timber management (timber harvest) tool best fits with the forest types in northern Idaho and is essential, for 
example, to achieve the openings needed to restore white pine and larch, and maintain upland grass/shrub 
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communities. The timber harvest, vegetation restoration, and fuels treatment activities that will occur under the 
Selected Alternative are consistent with the findings and recommendations of the Northern Region Assessment. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Forest Plan goals and objectives. General management direction 
for the Idaho Panhandle National Forests is found in the Forest Plan, which provides Forest-wide goals and 
objectives (Forest Plan, Chapter II). The standards and guidelines for the Forest Plan (Forest Plan, Chapter II) 
apply throughout the Resource Area. I have evaluated features of the Selected Alternative against Forest Plan 
goals and objectives, as well as the resource standards for consistency with the Forest Plan. All management 
activities included in the Selected Alternative are in full compliance with and generally exceed Forest Plan goals, 
objectives and standards, including the Inland Native Fish Strategy amendment to the Forest Plan. For additional 
discussion of consistency with the Forest Plan, please refer to the discussions under each resource or concern in 
Section 4 of this Decision Notice. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Coeur d’Alene River Basin Geographic Assessment. The 
Geographic Assessment for the Coeur d'Alene River basin provides a description of the historic and current 
ecological, social, and economic conditions of the subbasin. The findings of the assessment proved to be 
consistent with the findings of the Upper Columbia River Basin findings at the next scale down. To identify the 
overall strategy for the Coeur d'Alene River Basin, the terrestrial, watershed, wildlife and recreation (sense of 
place) maps were overlaid.  The highest priority for active restoration becomes 1) non-functioning watersheds 
with serious terrestrial problems; and 2) functioning-at-risk watersheds with serious terrestrial problems 
(Geographic Assessment, pages 62-65). The Geographic Assessment classifies the Deerfoot Resource Area as 
“Condition 2” landscapes (EA, p. 2-4). Condition 2 landscapes are the highest priority for vegetative restoration. 
The Geographic Assessment further classifies the Hayden Lake Basin as “functioning, but at risk” and directs 
that these areas will be among the highest priority for watershed and aquatic restoration. As described in section 
4.1 of this Decision Notice, activities have been included that will help restore water and fisheries resources in 
the analysis area. 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with the Environmental Justice Act. Executive Order 12898, issued in 
1994, ordered federal agencies to identify and address the issue of environmental justice; i.e. adverse human 
health and environmental effects that disproportionately impact minority and low-income populations. Based on 
the composition of the affected communities and the cultural and economic factors, the Selected Alternative will 
have no adverse effects to human health and safety or environmental effects to minority, low-income, or any 
other segments of the population. Please refer to the Project Files, “Environmental Justice.” 
The Selected Alternative is consistent with the National Forest Management Act requirements related to resource 
protection. Implementation of features of the Selected Alternative designed to protect aquatic resources will 
meet the riparian management objectives of maintaining slope stability in potentially sensitive areas, maintaining 
stream temperature, and providing a long-term supply of large woody debris (EA, pp. 2-26 though 2-28, and 3-92 
through 3-96).  The Selected Alternative will best meet Forest Plan goals, objectives and standards for fuels 
management, based on the amount and type of fuels treatment, and will also reduce potential fire severity (EA, 
page 2-25, 3-55). Potential physical, biological, aesthetic, cultural, engineering, and economic impacts of the 
Selected Alternative have been assessed and are disclosed in the Environmental Assessment (Chapter 3 and the 
Appendices) with supporting information in the Project Files. 

5. Monitoring 

The Selected Alternative is consistent with specific monitoring requirements identified by the Forest Plan (Forest 
Plan, Chapter IV), as documented in the Environmental Assessment (by resource discussion in Chapter 3). 
Monitoring specific to this project includes: 

(1) 	Monitoring of Best Management Practices (BMPs): BMPs will be incorporated into many different 
phases of the project. The District hydrologist will review the planned design of all road maintenance to 
assure compliance with BMPs. The hydrologist and District engineer will monitor all newly constructed, 
reconstructed and reconditioned roads to ensure they are built or restored to specifications. A sale 
administrator will visit each active cutting unit at a frequency necessary to ensure compliance with BMPs 
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and the timber sale contract. Minor contract modifications will be agreed upon and enacted, when 
necessary, to meet objectives and standards on the ground. (EA, p. 2-24) 

(2) 	Monitoring of Decommissioned Roads: Decommissioned roads will be checked periodically to monitor 
effectiveness of erosion control, noxious weed control, and wildlife security. (EA, p. 2-24) 

6. Consideration of Other Alternatives 

Development of alternatives was based on the existing condition of resources, issues and concerns identified by 
the project team, other agencies and the public, and the purpose and need identified for the project. Additional 
documentation related to the process for the development of the alternatives is provided in the project files under 
“Alternative Development.” Activities that would occur under the three action alternatives are identified in the 
tables below. No new activities would occur under the No-Action Alternative; therefore it is not displayed in 
the table. 

Table 5. Summary comparison of activities proposed in the Deerfoot Resource Area under each action alternative. 

Activity Alt. 2 Selected 
Alt. 4 

Alt. 6 

Proposed Vegetative Treatment (acres) 
Commercial Thinning 
Shelterwood Harvest 
Underburn/Slash/Rehab (no commercial harvest/yarding) 

548 
0 
0 

548 

1,660 
641 
750 
269 

1,660 
641 
750 
269 

Fuel treatments (Underburning) 548 1,660 1,660 
Yarding systems (acres) 

Skyline 
Tractor 
Helicopter 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,292 
628 
65 

599 

1,392 
721 
79 

592 
Stream crossings repaired or replaced 
Road decommissioning 
Road reconditioning (miles) 
Road reconstruction (miles) 
System road construction (miles) 
Temporary road construction (miles) 

17 
9.3 

0 
0 
0 
0 

17 
9.3 
17 
29 

1.15 
0 

17 
9.3 
17 
29 

1.72 
0.63 

Estimated timber harvest volume (million board feet – MMBF) 
Cunits (CCF – one cunit is equal to one hundred cubic feet) 

0 
0 

7.6 
14,260 

7.6 
14,260 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 
The No-Action Alternative is required by NEPA and is the baseline for evaluating the effects of the action 
alternatives. Under this alternative, none of the activities proposed in the Deerfoot Resource Area would occur at 
this time. Implementation of the foreseeable activities would still occur. I did not select this alternative because 
there would be no active improvement in ecological conditions, no reduction in excessive fuels accumulations, 
and no reduction in the risk of high intensity stand-replacing wildfire. This alternative would not improve forest 
health, since the depleted seed source for ponderosa pine, western larch and white pine would not be restored 
through natural processes (EA, pp. 2-25, 3-145). Although Alternative 1 would not result in a decrease in late 
successional forests in the Resource Area over the short term, vegetative modeling predicts a substantial loss of 
canopy closure over the long term due to Douglas-fir root rot and other insect and diseases (EA, pp. 3-15, 3-24, 
and 3-30). Wildlife species associated with Ponderosa pine, white pine and western larch forests would remain 
below historic levels for the long term  (EA, p. 3-149). No aquatic restoration activities (such as improved road 
drainage crossings) would be accomplished under the No-Action Alternative (EA, p. 2-10, 3-80). If culverts in 
the area fail during a flash flood and/or debris flow (which could be triggered by a large stand-replacing fire 
followed by rain or rain-on-snow event, or a rain-on-snow event on its own), the additional sediment pulse could 
result in adverse effects to fish populations and/or fish habitat (EA, p. 3-80). Also of concern is the fact that this 
alternative takes no preventative steps to protect human life and property within the resource area from an 
uncontrolled wildfire (EA, p. 3-54). 
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Alternative 2 
This alternative was developed in response to comments received from The Lands Council during the scoping 
process, and as a way to re-introduce fire into dry-site ecosystems without utilizing a commercial timber sale to 
assist in fuels reduction prior to project implementation. Precommercial treatments of surface and ladder fuels 
such as thinning, slashing, pruning, piling and leave tree protection would have occurred to reduce the intensity 
of prescribed fire and potential mortality to the existing overstory without utilizing the option for removal of 
commercial-sized trees (trees larger than 7 inches in diameter at breast height). Since there would be no removal 
of commercial-sized trees, crown density would remain nearly the same as existing conditions, while surface and 
ladder fuels would be decreased as a result of the non-commercial fuels reduction treatments. 

I did not select this alternative for implementation because the limited amount of area treated and the minimal 
effectiveness of this treatment to reduce potential fire behavior and intensity would not result in any significant 
preventative steps to protect human life and property within the Deerfoot Resource Area from an uncontrolled 
wildfire (EA, p. 3-55). In today’s dense stands, it is usually necessary to begin restoration treatment with a “low 
thinning” to remove excess understory and weaker overstory trees that cannot be killed in an underburn without 
risking the mortality of desirable trees, or risking uncontrollable fire behavior (Arno et al. 1996). For this reason, 
Alternative 2 would only treat those stands that could be safely underburned using only noncommercial fuel 
treatments to a more limited extent than would the other action alternatives. Due to the constraints of treating 
only non-commercial sized fuels prior to the re-introduction of fire, Alternative 2 would include only those 
stands where noncommercial treatment of surface and ladder fuels would be sufficient to allow the re-
introduction of fire without excessive mortality to the existing overstory. With this constraint, many stands in the 
Deerfoot Resource Area would not be candidates for treatment; consequently this alternative would restore the 
fewest acres compared to the other action alternatives. 

While Alternative 2 does re-introduce some fire to sites, it would not trend species composition toward increased 
resilience over time (EA, p. 3-17). Species compositions, size classes and canopies would be similar to those 
under the No-Action Alternative. Predicted growth under Alternative 2 would be only slightly better than under 
the No-Action Alternative. Alternative 2 does not respond to the purpose and need in the Deerfoot Resource 
Area as fully as the Selected Alternative because it would not remedy the concerns associated with species 
composition (EA, pp. 3-17, 3-24, 3-30, 3-31). 

Alternative 6 
Alternative 6 would have the same silvicultural and fuels reduction treatments as Alternative 4, but would do so 
with more conventional logging systems such as skyline and tractor logging, rather than helicopter logging. In 
addition, the conventional logging would require the construction of 1.7 miles of system road within the project 
area, and 0.63 miles of temporary road construction would have occurred in the Yellowbanks Creek watershed. 
This stretch of road would have been made impassable after activities in order to discourage off-road vehicle use 
originating on private land. 

The use of conventional logging systems would allow for a more economically feasible project, which would 
help ensure complete and effective implementation. The proposed road construction would contribute to the 
long-term transportation and vegetation management of the watershed, as well as facilitate the implementation of 
activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area. There would be very little difference between Alternative 6 and the 
Selected Alternative (4) in terms of peak flow changes, and only a minor difference in water yield increases (EA, 
p. 3-80). However, Alternative 6 would have an overall slightly greater risk in increased water yield and peak 
flows due to additional roadwork. 

I did not select this alternative for implementation because Alternative 4 (the Selected Alternative) will 
accomplish the same objectives of the project with less road construction than Alternative 6, even though at a 
slightly higher financial cost. 
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Other Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis 
During project development, other alternative concepts were considered but dismissed from further study 
primarily because they did not meet the purpose and need for the project. These included: 

Prescribed Fire with No Prior Timber Harvest as Fuels Treatment:  This alternative was considered as a strategy to 
reintroduce fire into the ecosystem without treating stands for fuels reduction using either commercial or non-
commercial methods prior to implementing a prescribed burning program. This alternative was eliminated from 
further consideration because it would result in unacceptable environmental impacts to area resources and would 
therefore not meet the purpose and need for the project. 

Prescribed Fire with Felling of Commercial Trees:  This alternative analyzes the option of reducing fuels prior to the 
introduction of prescribed fire to the watershed using only non-commercial treatments. Thinning, slashing, 
pruning, felling and piling of these fuels would be a large investment with little return in the form of decreased 
fire intensity and severity. This alternative would not meet the purpose and need for this project, so it was 
eliminated from further study. 

Re-introduction of Fire in Old Growth Stands:  In initial discussion of alternatives, the possibility of re-introducing 
fire into dry-site, allocated old growth stands was discussed. Restoring fire as a process would contribute to the 
retention of the historic structure and composition of drier site old growth stands. After an initial assessment, it 
was found that there are no allocated stands of old growth on the drier sites of the Deerfoot Resource Area. 

Commercial Thinning for Canopy Fuels Reduction/Prescribed Fire:  This alternative would use a thin-from-below 
silvicultural prescription in an attempt to reduce the crown fire hazard in treated stands, but would not use 
regeneration treatments. Although this alternative would decrease the chances of crown fire in treated stands 
somewhat, applying a thin-from below prescription to high/moderate hazard stands (i.e., short-interval, fire 
adapted ecosystems) has little effect on lowering crown fire hazard (Fiedler et al. 2001, PF Doc. FF-26). This 
alternative would not restore historical conditions and would not trend vegetative conditions toward more 
ponderosa pine, western larch and white pine in many stands, and would only marginally reduce the overall risk 
of high-intensity, stand replacing fires. Those stands where a thinning treatment was appropriate based on site-
specific conditions where included in the harvest alternatives, but for the reasons stated above, an alternative that 
included only thinning treatments was dismissed from further analysis. 

Limiting Openings to Less Than 40 Acres:  An alternative was considered that endeavored to achieve the purpose of 
this project while limiting openings to less than 40 acres (as documented in the Project Files, VEG-25). The 
project interdisciplinary team considered the alternative, and found that it would not be reasonable to expect a 
significant reduction in the risk of large, intense crown fires by limiting treatment areas to less than 40 acres. 
Limiting openings to 40 acres would further fragment the landscape of the area. The necessary arrangement of 
treatments under such an alternative would violate Forest Plan standards for scenery over much of the project 
area. This would be further complicated by additional road exposure in harvest units. Compared to smaller 
patch sizes, larger patch sizes are very beneficial to wildlife. Cover is not a limiting factor for wildlife in the 
Deerfoot Resource Area. In conclusion, an alternative focused on units less than 40 acres in size would not be as 
adaptive to current ground conditions related to project objectives, areas of resiliency, and areas with insect and 
disease concerns. 

Alternatives 3 and 5:  Alternatives 3 and 5 were alternatives that were similar to existing Alternatives 4 and 6, but 
only treated a subset of the areas proposed for treatment in Alternatives 4 and 6. The subset included the driest 
areas, while leaving out the more moist stands that have a larger component of western larch and western white 
pine. The only difference between Alternatives 3 and 5 was the transportation plan. The transportation plan for 
Alternative 3 was the same as that for Alternative 4, and the transportation plan for Alternative 5 was the same as 
that for Alternative 6. Alternatives 3 and 5 were dropped from further analysis because there was not a 
substantial difference between these alternatives and Alternatives 4 and 6. 
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7. Public Involvement 
Public interest and input were solicited and accepted during scoping and in review of the EA for a total period of 
five months, from mid-February to mid-July, 2003 (EA, pp. 2-4, 2-5). Scoping activities for this project occurred 
between February and May 2003, and included: 

• 	 a legal ad published in the newspaper of record (Spokesman-Review) to notify the public of the project 
proposal 

• 	 notification in the "Quarterly Schedule of Proposed Actions" for the IPNFs to notify interested 
members of the public of the proposal 

• a news article in the Spokesman-Review newspaper to provide the public with additional information 
• 	 a scoping letter to interested members of the public to share information and to request submission of 

public comments (4 letters were received in response) 
• 	 a public field trip to the area to provide information and respond to questions from the interested 

public (only Kootenai Environmental Alliance attended) 
• 	 letters to 534 landowners adjacent to the Resource Area and within the cumulative effects analysis 

area to gather information regarding their plans for private lands within the cumulative effects area 
(15 responses were received) 

The Environmental Assessment was mailed to 44 interested members of the public in June 2003. Five letters 
were received during the 30-day review period. Substantive comments based on review of the Environmental 
Assessment are addressed in Attachment A of this Decision Notice. Copies of all materials related to public 
involvement are provided in the Project Files (“Public Involvement”). 

8. Finding Of No Significant Impact 

I have reviewed the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the project activities as documented in this Decision 
Notice, the Environmental Assessment (Chapter 3 and Appendices), and the Project File. The setting of this 
proposal is in a localized area, with implications only for the landscape, drainages and stands in the analysis area. 
My consideration of the proposed action is based on its impact on the ecosystem, local communities, county, and 
at the affected resource level. It does not have any large or lasting effect on society as a whole, the nation, or the 
state. 

I find that there are no significant beneficial or adverse impacts on the physical, biological, or social portions of 
the human environment, and therefore an environmental impact statement will not be prepared. The Selected 
Alternative is consistent with the management direction, standards, and guidelines outlined in the Forest Plan for 
the Idaho Panhandle National Forests. Fore more details and specific references to pages in the EA, please refer 
to Section 4 of this Decision Notice. 

Significant impacts (both beneficial and adverse):  Effects associated with the Selected Alternative are 
discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Environmental Assessment. The impacts are within the range of those 
identified in the Forest Plan. The actions would not have significant effects on other resources identified and 
described in the Environmental Assessment and Project Files. Activities will be temporary and of low-impact. 
Harvesting and log hauling activity will increase traffic on Forest Service Roads and on county roads that are the 
primary access roads into the area. Precautionary signing will provide safety in areas of activity. No significant 
increase in water yields or sedimentation in the analysis area streams is expected, and State water quality 
guidelines will be met. Implementation of Inland Native Fish Strategy standards and guidelines will protect 
stream courses from sedimentation (EA, Chapters 2 and 3). It is my determination that the Selected Alternative 
will have no significant effects on public health and safety or on resource attributes of the project area. 

Unique characteristics of the geographic area, such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park lands, 
prime farms, wet lands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas: The Selected Alternative will 
have no significant effect on unique resource characteristics. Surveys to locate heritage resources within the 
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Deerfoot Resource Area have been completed. All known heritage resource sites will be protected as directed by 
the Cultural Resources Management Practices (Forest Plan, Appendix FF). Any future discovery of heritage 
resource sites or caves would be inventoried and protected if found to be of cultural significance. A decision 
would be made to avoid, protect, or mitigate effects to these sites in accordance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966. 

The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial: 
As used in the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidelines for implementing NEPA, the term “controversial” 
refers to whether substantial dispute exists as to the size, nature or effect of the major federal action rather than to 
the existence of opposition to a use (Perry, 1991; PF Doc. DN-4). Scoping was completed to identify areas of 
potential controversy (EA, pp. 2-4, 2-5); areas of potential controversy were then identified as issues (EA, p. 2-7 
to 2-9, and Appendix I). These issues were used in development of alternatives and mitigation measures, and for 
analysis of effects. Past monitoring has determined that actual effects of similar projects are consistent with 
estimated effects of the proposed activities. There is wide professional and scientific agreement on the scope and 
effects of these actions on the various resources, as cited in the discussion of effects to resources (EA, Chapter 3). 
Based on the findings of the analyses, the effects of the activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area on the quality of 
the human environment are not highly controversial. 

The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve unique or 
unknown risk: The planned actions are similar to actions implemented in other areas on National Forest System, 
state, county, and private lands. Effects will be similar to those of past actions. The analysis considered the 
effects of past actions as a frame of reference in conjunction with scientifically accepted analytical techniques, 
available information, and best professional judgment to estimate effects of the proposal. It is my conclusion that 
there are no unique or unusual characteristics of the area which have not been previously encountered that would 
constitute an unknown risk upon the human environment. 

The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or presents 
a decision in principle about future consideration: The Selected Alternative is not setting a precedent for future 
actions with significant effects. Management practices are consistent with the Forest Plan and with the 
capabilities of the land. This action does not represent a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

Whether the action is related to other actions with individual insignificant but cumulative significant impacts: 
The combined effects of past, other present, and reasonably foreseeable actions are discussed in the 
Environmental Assessment; there is no indication of significant adverse cumulative effects to the environment 
(EA, Chapters 2 and 3). 

The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highway structures, or objects listed in or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, or may cause loss or destruction of significant 
scientific, cultural, or historic resources: There are no features in the area that are listed or are being considered 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  All cultural resources would be protected (Decision 
Notice, Section 5.9; and EA, page 2-23). The potential for impacts to undiscovered sites is addressed by 
compliance with Forest Plan standards and guidelines, and through the use of standard timber sale contract 
clauses. 

The degree to which the action may adversely affect an Endangered or Threatened species or its habitat that 
has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973: It was determined that the 
proposed action may affect some specific Threatened, Endangered or candidate wildlife, fish, or plant species 
individuals which may occur in the area, but would not likely trend toward federal listing or result in a loss of 
viability.  Refer to Section 6.9 of this Decision Notice for additional discussion. A Biological Assessment has 
been completed and is part of the Project Files. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service reviewed the assessment and 
concurred with our findings. 
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Whether the proposed action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local law or requirements imposed for 
the protection of the environment: The proposal meets federal, state and local laws for air and water quality, 
streamside management, riparian areas, cultural resources, and Threatened and Endangered species, and meets 
National Environmental Policy Act disclosure requirements as described in this Decision Notice and the 
Environmental Assessment. 

9. Summary of Decision Rationale 

Implementation of these activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area will begin to trend the dry forests (which 
provide dry site habitat for a variety of birds and other wildlife) toward conditions that existed before decades of 
fire suppression. These sites will consist of large, well-spaced ponderosa pine and western larch trees that would 
discourage a crown fire from spreading from tree to tree. Also, the branches on the trees would be well above the 
ground and would not act as ladder fuels, taking a fire from the ground into the tree crowns. Surface fuels will be 
light, consisting primarily of shrubs and short grasses, with little downed woody material. 

Implementing these activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area will also help minimize the impacts a wildfire 
would have on the nearby communities. Cohen (2002, personal comm.; PF Doc. REF-12) states that treating 
dry-site stands to reduce potential for high intensity fire is a good ecologically-based treatment that reduces 
firebrand production that tends to increase the fire spread. Maintaining sustainable ecosystems is consistent with 
protecting homes and values associated with those homes from fire (Cohen 2002, personal comm.; PF Doc. REF-
12). 

The Selected Alternative helps develop cost-effective fire programs by making substantial progress in reducing 
the potential intensities of wildfire, the costs of potential wildfire, and fire-caused changes in amenity values of 
the Deerfoot Resource Area (EA, p. 3-55). 

10. Documents And Project Files 

This Decision Notice summarizes some of the analyses that have led to this point in the process. More reports 
and analyses documentation have been referenced or developed during the course of this project and are part of 
the Project Files. All project files for the Deerfoot Resource Area project are available for review by the public. 
Please contact the NEPA Coordinator at the Coeur d'Alene River Ranger District (Fernan Office), (208) 664-
2318, to review the files. 

11. Appeal Rights And Implementation 

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 215. Appeals must be submitted within 45 days after the 
legal notice of this decision is published in the Spokesman-Review newspaper. Hard copy (printed) appeals must 
be submitted to: 

USDA Forest Service, Northern Region 

ATTN: Appeal Deciding Officer 

P.O. Box 7669

Missoula, MT 59807 


Electronic appeals must be submitted to: 

appeals-northern-regional-office@fs.fed.us 

The subject line should contain the name of the project you are appealing. There are three acceptable formats for 
electronically filed appeals, including MS Word, Word Perfect, and rich text format (rtf). It is the appellant’s 
responsibility to provide sufficient written evidence and rationale to show why my decision should be remanded 
or reversed. An appeal submitted to the Appeal Deciding Officer becomes a part of the appeal record. An appeal 
must meet the content requirements of 36 CFR 215.14. As a minimum, the Notice of Appeal must include: 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 


Introduction 


The 30-day public review of the Deerfoot Environmental Assessment began on June 11, 2003. Comments were 

received from the following groups and individuals: 


#01 - Robert Heacock

#02 - Cecil W. Hathaway

#03 - Mike Mihelich (Kootenai Environmental Alliance) 

#04 - Rick Collignon (Idaho State Parks & Recreation)

#05 - Rein Attemann (The Lands Council) and Mike Peterson (National Forest Protection Alliance) and on 


behalf of The Ecology Center and Upper Columbia River Group of the Sierra Club 

Their substantive concerns are identified below, with our response. A copy of each letter in its entirety is 
provided at the end of this Attachment. 

Substantive Comments received from 
Robert & Melanie Heacock (#1) 

The Heacocks are residents of Hayden, Idaho, and 
provided comments via e-mail on their own behalf. 
1-1. The Heacocks’ comments were complimentary of 
the Deerfoot EA and project. “My thoughts are that 
the area does need to be protected in any way that is 
applicable. Protection from 4x4 use and abuse is 
important, as is returning the area to its natural state 
to control fires. There also needs to be preservation of 
the habitat that we so often take for granted.” 
(Comment Letter #1) 
The activities to occur in the Deerfoot Resource Area 
accomplish all of these desires, to varying degrees. Under 
the Selected Alternative, no roads will be closed that are 
currently open to motorized use on the District Travel 
Plan; however, steps will be taken to improve the 
effectiveness of existing closures (DN pp. 11-12; EA p. 
H-1). Implementation of the District Travel Plan will 
continue, resulting in more effective road closures and 
better enforcement of existing closures. This should trend 
towards increased wildlife security over time. (EA, p. 3-
117). The Selected Alternative will be a significant stride 
in reducing the potential severity of a wildfire in the area. 

Substantive Comments received from 
Cecil W. Hathaway (#2) 

Mr. Hathaway is a resident in the Silver Valley, and 
provided written comments on his own behalf. 
2-1. Despite having a PhD in civil engineering and his 
familiarity with much of the Coeur d’Alene River 
Ranger District, Mr. Hathaway was overwhelmed by 
the complexity of the Deerfoot EA. “Maybe if I had a 
degree in forestry and all of related subjects discussed in 
the report, I would understand it a lot better.” 
(Comment Letter #2) 
Although we strive to make our document “user friendly” 
for the public, the challenge is in presenting enough 
scientific information to satisfy legal and policy 
requirements while trying to simply state the problem, our 
findings, and the bottom line for our readers. We agree 
there is room for improvement, and will continue our 
efforts to find a balance. 

2-2. Mr. Hathaway expressed support for removing 
dead timber from the area. “Dead timber should be 
removed to minimize potential fire problems should 
they occur.” (Comment Letter #2) 

The Selected Alternative will reduce potential fire severity 
and related problems in the event of a wildfire, not by 
salvaging standing dead trees in the area, but by reducing 
tree density through thinning or shelterwood harvests while 
leaving large trees, burning dead slash that is already on the 
ground or that accumulates as a result of the harvest 
treatments, and planting trees that are more resistant to 
insects, diseases and fire. 
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2.3. Roads and continued access are important to Mr. 
Hathaway. “…roads not only provide access for the 
public, they also provide expedient access for fire 
crews and the first few minutes are critical to fire 
suppression before the fire gets out of control.” He is 
disappointed with the lack of road maintenance of 
forest roads. (Comment Letter #2) 
Under the Selected Alternative, there are sufficient roads 
and equipment available to fire personnel to adequately 
respond to fire starts in the area. Human-caused fires 
have historically occurred much more often on private 
land in the Resource Area than on public lands in the area 
(EA, p. 3-47). There are a number of roads not available 
for general motorized use (in order to improve wildlife 
security), but which could be opened in the event of an 
emergency. The annual funding we receive for road 
maintenance simply does not stretch far enough to 
continually maintain all of the roads on the Coeur d’Alene 
River Ranger District. 

Substantive Comments received from 
Mike Mihelich (#3) 

Mr. Mihelich provided six pages of written 
comments on behalf of the Kootenai Environmental 
Alliance of Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. 
3-1. Mr. Mihelich believes an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) should have been prepared, rather 
than an environmental assessment (EA). “The 
watershed analysis found in the previous Forest 
Service documents confirms that there is credible 
evidence the logging activities proposed with 
Alternatives 4 and 6 would result in significant 
environmental impacts to the degraded watershed…” 
(Comment Letter #3, p. 2) 
In March 2002, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS 
for the “Ponderosa Pine Restoration Area Project” was 
published in the Federal Register (Vol. 67, No. 48, pp. 
11089-11090). That initial proposal encompassed two 
areas, including the area we refer to as the Deerfoot 
Resource Area. Proposed activities in the other (Two 
Mile) area were deferred at that time, and we rescinded 
the NOI (Federal Register, Vol. 67, No. 66, p. 16365). In 
a May 20, 2002 letter, we explained to the public that 
these areas would be addressed in separate analyses. Our 
May 29, 2002 letter to adjacent landowners also explained 
the change of focus. In May 2002 we published a NOI to 
prepare an EIS for the Deerfoot Ridge watershed (Federal 
Register, Vol. 67, No. 105, p. 38063-38064). Subsequent 
reviews determined there would not likely be significant 
effects as a result of implementing proposed activities in 
the Deerfoot analysis area, and the NOI was again 
rescinded.  This decision notice includes a “Finding of No 
Significant Impact” (pp. 19-20), which means no EIS is 
required (FSH 1909.15, Chapter 40). 

3.2.  Mr. Mihelich maintains that predicted increases in 
sediment under either Alternatives 4 or 6 would be in 
violation of Idaho laws regarding Water Quality 
Standards (IDAPA 58.01.02.054.04). “Every creek or 
stream in Alternative 4 has an increase in sediment and 
every creek except one under Alternative 6 has an 
increase in sediment.” Furthermore, he states that the 
increases of sediment that would occur under 
Alternatives 4 and 6 would not meet Forest Plan Water 
Standard #2. (Comment Letter #3, p. 3) 
As shown in the EA (Table 2-8, p. 2-27), it is true that there 
would be an increase in each of the subwatersheds under 
Alternative 4 (and all but one under Alternative 6). There is 
no threshold for sediment; instead, specific guidelines are 
applied. In looking at the Guidelines for Changes to 
Sediment Yield (EA, p. 2-26), increases up to 20% indicate 
there is “slight potential that there would be a measurable 
increase in sediment or delay of watershed recovery.” 
Increases in the Deerfoot Resource Area subwatersheds 
range from 0 to 17%.  The same table describes overall 
effects to channel morphology and aquatic habitat based on 
overall changes in water yield, sediment yield and peak 
flows, indicating that Alternative 4 would result in potential 
change in channel morphology and habitat in fish bearing 
streams, but no chance of measurable changes.  The 
analysis also indicated that all action alternatives would 
likely meet Forest Plan Water Standard #2, given required 
design criteria for all action alternative, state and site-
specific Best Management Practices, and Inland Native Fish 
Strategy standards would be applied (EA, p. 3-94). 

3.3. Mr. Mihelich had questions about the information 
in the Deerfoot EA regarding mature and old growth 
timber. “There is no discussion or explanation given in 
the Deerfoot Resource Area EA how the 11% 
replacement old growth that was to remain in the 
Deerfoot area as required in the Deerfoot Shamrock EA 
has now been reduced [to] 0% replacement old 
growth… The stand numbers for the stands that have 
old and mature trees that would be logged with 
Alternatives 4 or 6 are not disclosed in the EA.” 
(Comment Letter #3, p. 4) 
The Deerfoot Shamrock EA and DN were completed in 
1982 to address potential effects of specific activities 
proposed at that time in a portion of the same watersheds as 
those in the Deerfoot Resource Area – the boundaries of the 
two analysis areas are not the same. There is no discussion 
of replacement old growth in the Deerfoot EA, only 
allocated old growth. During analysis for the Deerfoot EA, 
we utilized the 1987 Forest Plan standards for old growth, 
Regional old growth definitions incorporated into the Forest 
Plan, and more recent Forest Supervisor letters of direction 
for implementing Forest Plan old growth standards (PF 
Doc. VEG-16 through VEG-24). These standards did not 
exist at the time of the Deerfoot Shamrock project. 
Existing old growth has been validated and the findings 
documented in the Deerfoot Project Files (PF Doc. VEG-
16, 17). Based on the amount of allocated old growth and 
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since the project activities will not occur in any allocated 
old growth, I find the Selected Alternative is consistent 
with old growth standards (EA, p. 3-27 through 3-29). 
Tree size (by stand) is provided in the Project Files, PF 
Doc. VEG-12. 

3.4. Mr. Mihelich is concerned that there is 
insufficient data regarding fisheries in the analysis 
area. “The EA does not supply data regarding the 
average number of fish per kilometer of stream length 
that currently exist in each of the creeks in the analysis 
area. There is no information displayed regarding 
population trends for Westslope Cutthroat Trout (wct) 
in the analysis area over the past 25 years and no data 
displayed that shows the percent increase, if any, of 
wct fish populations in the watershed since 1978.” 
(Comment Letter #3, p.4) 
Existing fisheries conditions are described in Chapter 3 of 
the EA (pp. 3-71 through 3-78).  Field data (including 
electrofishing surveys, stream information, photographs, 
etc.) are provided for each watershed (PF, Fisheries). The 
electrofishing report for each stream identifies the number 
of cutthroat found per 100 square meters, as well as 
population estimates. Viability of fish species is 
addressed in the EA (p. 3-96). Based on the distribution 
of species across the Forest, the lack of connectivity 
between large watersheds, and the limited cumulative 
effects area, implementation of any of the proposed 
alternatives were determined not to affect the viability of 
any threatened, endangered, sensitive or management 
indicator fish species on the IPNF. A Biological 
Assessment was prepared, documenting effects on 
fisheries under Alternative 4. The US Fish & Wildlife 
Service reviewed and concurred with our findings (PF 
Doc. BE/BA). 

3.5. Mr. Mihelich identified concerns with the use of 
the WATSED model to predict sediment yield. Mr. 
Mihelich notes, “There is no indication the significant 
sediment routing weakness noted in the [WATBAL] 
Technical User Guide has been corrected in the 
WATSED model.” Mr. Mihelich is also concerned that 
the WATSED model underestimated sediment 
production, citing the Kootenai National Forest’s 2001 
Rock Creek Final EIS. His third concern is that he 
believes the use of the year 1980 for a baseline with the 
model regarding sediment yield does not meet NEPA 
requirements regarding methodology and scientific 
accuracy. (Comment Letter #3, p. 5) 
Use of the WATSED model is described in the EA (p. 3-
59).  The findings and conclusions of the Rock Creek 
project are not related in any way to our application of the 
model, nor its accuracy in our applications. The IPNF 
frequently validates the WATSED coefficients and 
estimates using long-term water quality monitoring 
networks on the IPNF (EA, p. 3-59). Findings of the 
validation are used in the interpretation of WATSED 
simulations to reach the final professional conclusions for 

the project. Effects to aquatics were not based on the 
WATSED model alone; the estimated responses are 
combined with other sources of information and analyses to 
help determine the findings of probable effects, including 
field review and Geographic Information System 
technology (EA, pp. 3-59 and 3-60).  Runoff and peak flow 
changes are not detectable by the WATSED model after an 
average of 20 years from the time of harvest, based on the 
assumption that new vegetative growth aids in the 
interception and utilization of water derived from rain and 
snow melt (Patten, pers. Comm., 2003). Water yield may 
not entirely return to pre-harvest levels, depending on slope 
soils, climate, and aspect.  Recovery may take up to 60 or 
100 years, but the WATSED model is unable to detect the 
small changes beyond 20 years (WATBAL Technical 
User’s Guide, Patten, 1989). 

3.6. Mr. Mihelich points out that the Deerfoot Resource 
Area EA, page 3-12, does not list the number of acres of 
logging associated with the Yellow Stacel timber sale 
that occurred within the analysis area. “The 
classification of 1,244 acres as salvage logging does not 
appear correct given the amount of regeneration logging 
that has taken place within the Resource Area…” 
(Comment Letter #3, p. 6) 
As shown in Table 3-VEG-1, salvage harvests have 
occurred at least once on a total of 1,380 acres from 1970 to 
the present (on 1,244 acres from 1990 to present). This 
information is drawn from the Timber Stand Management 
Resource System (TSMRS) database. Acres shown in the 
database are activity acres, not stand acres.  Many stands 
have had multiple harvests during the last 40 years (some 
stands as many as four entries). There has been no harvest 
during the same time period on about half of the stands in 
the Deerfoot Resource Area (EA, p. 3-12). While stands 
may have had multiple entries, it is not possible to track if 
the same acres were harvested on re-entry, because stands 
are often larger than recorded activity acres (EA, p. 3-12). 

Substantive Comments received from 
Rick Collignon (#4) 
Mr. Collignon reviewed the Deerfoot EA and 
submitted comments as a representative of the Idaho 
Department of Parks and Recreation. 
4-1. “The area is within the immediate view shed of 
Hayden, Dalton Gardens and Coeur d’Alene. The EA 
covered visual impact mitigation extensively. We 
believe that either of the action alternatives would have 
an acceptable impact to the majority of the public 
within the view shed.” (Comment Letter #4) 
We agree. Implementing specific mitigation measures will 
ensure that project activities meet Forest Plan standards for 
visuals (EA, p. 3-158). 
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Substantive Comments received from 
Rein Attemann and Mike Peterson 
(#5) 

Rein Attemann and Mike Peterson submitted 
comments on behalf of The Lands Council, the 
National Forest Protection Alliance, and the Upper 
Columbia River Group of the Sierra Club (Spokane, 
Washington), Kootenai Environmental Alliance 
(Coeur d’Alene, Idaho), and The Ecology Center 
(Missoula, Montana). Kootenai Environmental 
Alliance (KEA) also submitted independent 
comments (see Comment Letter #3 from Mike 
Mihelich). 

5-1. The two representatives were intrigued by the 
fact that their scoping comments were incorporated 
into an action alternative.  “In reading through the 
EA, it is quite evident that Alternative B is the best 
suited for this project in terms of economics, ecological 
health, restoration, road density, wildlife security etc. 
vs. the preferred Alternative 2.” (Comment Letter #5, 
p. 1-4) 

Although they refer to Alternative B, the alternative 
reflecting their comments is Alternative 2. They also 
refer to the Forest Service’s preferred Alternative 2, but 
the preferred was actually Alternative 4, as stated in the 
EA, p. 1-5. They cite eleven areas of the EA to support 
their preference for Alternative 2, but in 8 of the 11 areas 
they omitted key information.  In deciding which 
alternative best meets the environmental needs of the 
area, the desires of the public, and National Forest 
management requirements, it is important to consider all 
of the effects and benefits as well as the trade-off of short-
term effects vs. long-term benefits. Portions of the text 
omitted in their quotations are included below in italics. 

a. 	 Risk of crown fires:  From p. 3-45, it’s true that 
under Alternative 2 direct effects would include an 
immediate reduction in surface fuels on the acres that 
would be underburned. However, their next sentence 
was incomplete: “Figure 3-FF-10 shows that 
underburning would reduce flame lengths somewhat 
over time.” They also omit important information 
found later in the paragraph: “However…the canopy 
bulk density of the stands being burned would not 
likely be changed significantly, and therefore the 
potential for crown fire would likely not be changed 
significantly.” Also, “On average, Alternative 2 
would reduce flame lengths from those that would 
occur under Alternative 1, although they would then 
continue their trend upwards over time as fuels 
accumulate (see Figure 3-FF-10).” 

b. 	 Visual quality: From p. 2-29, their statement 
regarding effects of Alternative 2 are accurate. 

Regarding Alternatives 4 and 6, important information 
from the end of the sentence was omitted:  “Overall, 
the harvest will create a change in the appearance of 
the current landscape but due to the placement of the 
units and the adjacency of the different treatments the 
units should compliment each other.” 

c. 	 Economics:  From p. 2-30, their statements regarding 
economics are accurate when looking at the overall 
cost – Alternative 2 would cost less than the other 
action alternatives, because there would be no sale 
administration or road-related costs. However, there 
would also be less area treated, and less progress made 
in reducing potential intensity of wildfires. 

d. 	 Water yield:  From p. 2-80, their statement regarding 
water yields under Alternative 2 is accurate. They did 
not include the information related to Alternatives 4 
and 6: “Stump Creek, Jim Creek, and Hayden Face 
would have peak flow and water yield increases from 
5-10% over existing, which constitutes a slight 
potential that there would be a measurable increase in 
water yield and peak flow or delay of watershed 
recovery.” Increases in other streams in the area 
would be from 1-3% under these alternatives. 

e. 	 Sediment:  Their statements from p. 3-89 (not 3-86 as 
cited) are accurate in that Alternative 2 would reduce 
sediment by 59 tons. Although misstated in the EA, 
Alternatives 4 and 6 would also reduce sediment by 59 
tons. When considering overall sediment delivery 
(estimated sediment delivery minus the anticipated 
reduction of sediment), Alternative 2 would have 283 
tons per square mile, and Alternatives 4 and 6 would 
have 322 tons, still below the existing level of 342 
tons. None of the alternatives would impair beneficial 
uses within the Hayden Lake Basin; all would meet the 
intent of the Hayden Lake TMDL’s. 

f. 	 Soils: From p. 3-104, their statements regarding the 
effects of alternatives on soils are true. Alternative 2 
does not include road construction or logging, so there 
would be no direct effects from these activities. 
Alternatives 4 and 6 do include new road construction, 
so there would be irreversible compaction and 
displacement on those new road sites (just over one 
mile under Alternative 4, and about 2 ½ miles under 
Alternative 6 – see p. 2-10 of the EA). 

g. 	 Northern goshawk: From p. 3-120, their statements 
regarding direct effects to habitat for this species are 
accurate. They did not include statements regarding 
cumulative effects: “Alternatives 4 and 6 would 
decrease nesting habitat by 77 acres, but [are] 
designed to restore preferred components of goshawk 
habitat over the long term…Improved road closures 
and road decommissioning proposed as part of the 
project will maintain or improve security following 
project activities…Since project design features and 
mitigation measures would avoid impacts to this 
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species in the Deerfoot Resource Area and across the 
forest, it is unlikely that the proposed activities would 
cause declines in populations. Nesting and foraging 
habitat would be maintained in all three foraging 
areas, and Region 1 viability criteria…would be met. 
All action alternatives are consistent with Forest 
Plan direction to manage the habitat of sensitive 
species to prevent further declines in 
populations…these actions would be consistent with 
NFMA requirements for population viability…” (see 
p. 3-121 of the EA). 

h. 	 Flammulated owl and white-headed woodpecker: 
Their statement from p. 3-124 (not 3-134 as cited) 
regarding effects of Alternative 2 on habitat of these 
species are accurate in terms of short-term effects, 
but did not include the long-term effects: “Over the 
long term, current mature/immature stands would 
increase in age and diameter providing some 
additional habitat for these species, but canopy 
closure in some stands would continue to decline as 
discussed under [the] no action [alternative]. Re-
introduction of fire would benefit stands, but current 
distribution of ponderosa pine may not be 
improved.” Their statements regarding Alternatives 
4 and 6 omitted important information that puts the 
level of effects in perspective: “These alternatives 
would result in a loss of 111 acres (1.2%) of suitable 
flammulated owl habitat over 9,260 acres. 
Shelterwood prescriptions proposed over 750 acres in 
the resource area will reduce available habitat and 
lengthen the time period for any potential habitat to 
reach suitable. However, the effects to flammulated 
owl habitat as a result of this silvicultural 
prescription will be minimized since large ponderosa 
pine, western larch and white pine trees will be 
maintained where they exist and no snags will be 
removed…Portions of the 111 acres of shelterwood 
in suitable habitat may result in the retention of 
enough canopy closure to remain suitable, but all 
shelterwood acres are considered a loss of suitable 
habitat.” In other words, the analysis considered the 
worst-case scenario in terms of effects to suitable 
flammulated owl habitat. 

i. Black-backed woodpecker: Their statements from 
p. 3-127 are accurate regarding direct and indirect 
effects of Alternative 2 on habitat of this species. 
They included the statement regarding short-term 
effects under Alternatives 4 and 6 (on p. 3-128, not 3-
127 as cited), but omitted the long-term benefits: 
“Where shelterwood harvests are proposed, mature 
and fire scorched trees would be retained that would 
provide some black-backed woodpecker habitat 
presently and into the future. These trees would also 
provide a future snag component and another age 
class as the stand regenerates. While this 
prescription will improve long-term snag habitat by 
perpetuating more resilient, longer-lived species, it 

represents a possible decline in the quality of snag 
habitat due to removal of portions of the canopy over 
the short term.” 

j. 	 Fisher: Their statements from p. 3-132 regarding 
direct and indirect effects to fisher are accurate, but do 
not include all of the predicted effects: “Alternative 2 
would not decrease late successional habitat across the 
resource area, and all current fisher habitat would be 
retained. Although the proposed prescribed burns 
would improve the resiliency of existing stands, loss of 
canopy closure as described under Alternative 1 would 
also occur.” “Both alternatives 4 and 6 would reduce 
late successional habitat (fisher) by a total of 425 acres 
(5%), but would maintain the recommended 40% late 
successional forests, the minimum amount required for 
moderate fisher habitat. Although late successional 
habitat would be treated under these alternatives, the 
large diameter component of these stands would be 
maintained as the dense understory trees are the 
primary components that will be removed.” Table 3-
WL-11 on p. 3-132 displays the amount of suitable and 
potential habitat affected. Alternatives 4 and 6 would 
affect only 16 acres of the 718 total acres of suitable 
habitat (not 15 acres as stated above the table), and 
would affect only 306 acres of the 6,627 total acres of 
potential habitat. 

k. 	 Pileated woodpecker: Their statements from p. 3-139 
are accurate regarding the effects of Alternative 2 on 
pileated woodpecker habitat in the Deerfoot Resource 
Area. Their statements regarding Alternatives 4 and 6 
apply only to the short term, omitting the long term 
effects: “Over time, these alternatives would trend 
toward more suitable habitat for pileated woodpeckers 
as the goal of the proposal is to increase the 
distribution of older ponderosa pine forests that are 
used by this species.” (See p. 3-140.) 

5-2. The two representatives conclude their comparison 
of alternatives by stating, “It is clear that the decision to 
log this area has already been made and has been tiered 
to the purpose and need of the project. It is very clear 
that the “analysis” has been written merely to justify the 
imminent decision rather than to disclose environmental 
effects.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 4) 

This proposal followed a process consistent with NEPA and 
Forest Service requirements, including public notification, 
scoping, and review. Conditions in the area clearly warrant 
action, as long as the predicted effects are within acceptable 
levels. No decision was made regarding what activities (if 
any) could occur until after completion of the analysis and 
public review process. 

5-3. The two representatives have several questions 
regarding the soils analysis. They believe the Forest 
Service failed to conduct a full on-the-ground look at 
soils prior to completion of the EA: “The EA depends 
too much on timber stand inventory, soil maps, road 
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data bases and aerial photo’s. Where were the “on the 
ground reviews” conducted within past harvest 
areas?” (Comment Letter #5, p. 4) 

On the ground reviews were conducted to assess 
conditions within past harvest disturbance areas (EA, p. 3-
98). Field notes are provided in the Project Files (PF 
Doc. SOIL-15). 

5-4. Attemann and Peterson request additional 
information regarding soil compaction: “What is the 
compaction percent of all the logged areas from the 
1960s, 1970s, 1980s and 1990s? Does that figure meet 
FSM guidelines and IPNF Forest Plan Standards? 
And will soil compaction from heavy machinery for 
yarding further compact existing conditions? And by 
how much? What are the mitigation measures that 
are designed to meet these guidelines?” Citing 
Regional Soil Quality standards included in the Forest 
Plan which specifies that 85% of an activity area 
(cutting unit) must have soil that is in satisfactory 
condition, they state, “This will not be met when 3,616 
acres that have been previously logged over the past 
thirty to forty years will also be logged again under the 
Deerfoot Timber Sale.” They point to units with soil 
disturbance in past harvest units: “Those units 
currently violate this standard and will not maintain 
current conditions, or future conditions.” (Comment 
Letter #5, p. 4) 

Existing data, field reviews, aerial photos, timber stand 
and road databases were used to determine the 
disturbance factor for each activity area (EA, p. 3-98). 
The disturbance factors represent an average percentage 
of detrimentally disturbed soils, obtained through past 
monitoring methodology on existing harvest units (EA, p. 
3-98). Effects of harvest treatments are described in 
Chapter 3 of the EA (p. 3-105). There would be no 
increase in detrimental impacts in the proposed burn-only 
units. Of the proposed harvest treatments, 40 units have 
an average predicted detrimental effect of less than 3%, 
with the highest being 13% on four harvest units in which 
tractor work will occur. There are also four harvest areas 
in which tractor work has occurred in the past; these four 
have an average predicted detrimental effect of 21%. 
Two additional units (in which cable-yarding is proposed) 
were previously harvested and broadcast burned have an 
average predicted detrimental effect of 19.5%. Limiting 
use to the existing skid trails and decompacting those 
trails not needed for future management will begin to 
restore soils in these detrimentally disturbed units. (EA, 
p. 3-105). 

5-5. Attemann and Peterson note, “…the roads, skid 
trails and helicopter landings that lace the area are not 
to be included in the analysis. The failure to disclose 
this information about the site-specific condition of the 
soils violates the Idaho Panhandle Forest Plan.” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 4) 

The analysis and description of existing conditions address 
effects of past activities, while this analysis included 
potential effects to soils as a result of proposed logging 
systems, permanent and temporary roads, landings and fuel 
treatments (EA, p. 3-101). The following statements are 
included under direct effects to soils (EA, p. 3-102): 
“Coefficients for road construction used 35-foot widths, 
which take into account a 14-foot wide running surface and 
includes the cut and fill slope disturbance. Log landing 
areas associated with new road construction are accounted 
for in the road calculations. Log landings that are proposed 
outside of any harvest units are each calculated as one acre. 
These areas would be dedicated lands and their effect is 
irretrievable.”  The discussion of effects of harvest 
treatments also states, “Effects of 5 proposed helicopter 
log-landing sites have been calculated into the overall 
effects related to the proposed harvest treatments.” (EA, p. 
3-105). 

5-6. Attemann and Peterson point to the soils discussion 
on p. 3-101, stating, “However, no other current or 
future projects are discussed, making the EA’s soil 
analysis fall far short of that required by NEPA, even 
though pre-commercial thinning and commercial 
thinning are anticipated in future management (EA pg. 
2-11). Also, no private activities in the watershed are 
discussed, a major and serious omission.” (Comment 
Letter #5, p. 4) 

The cumulative effects include the combination of direct 
and indirect effects from past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable activities, including opportunities for wildlife 
and watershed improvements, and noxious weed treatments 
(EA, p. 3-103, 106). Reasonably foreseeable activities 
within the Deerfoot Resource Area, the cumulative effects 
analysis area, and on adjacent private lands are identified in 
Chapter 2 of the EA (p. 2-5 through 2-7). 

5-7. The two representatives assert the Deerfoot EA has 
“failed to adequately disclose and consider the 
cumulative impacts on numerous issues…” and identify 
several areas they feel are lacking.  “A portion of the 
salvage harvest activities recently completed under the 
Douglas-fir Beetle Project was located within Elk 
Habitat Units 9 and 10. However, post-sale 
activities…are not completed yet.  Because of this, some 
level of activity will continue to occur within the 
Deerfoot Resource Area over the next 2-5 years as a 
result of these activities. This represents the existing 
condition and does not include the effects of activities 
under the Deerfoot proposal nor is it included in the 
cumulative effects analysis, violating NEPA and FSH 
(EA pg. 3-143). (Comment Letter #5, pp. 6-8) 

The cumulative effects analyses (by resource) considered 
the effects of past, ongoing and reasonably foreseeable 
activities. The effects of past activities are reflected in the 
existing condition. Ongoing and reasonably foreseeable 
activities are identified in Chapter 2 (EA, pp. 2-5 through 2-
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7). This includes information relating to ongoing and 
reasonably foreseeable activities on adjacent private lands 
(EA, p. 2-5). The activities approved under the Douglas-
fir Beetle Project are identified as an ongoing activity, by 
the associated sale name (for example, the Yellowhorse, 
Stumpjumper and Nilsen Beetle timber sales were all 
analyzed and approved under the Douglas-fir Beetle 
EIS/ROD). These activities are identified in Chapter 2 of 
the EA (Tables 2-2 and 2-3, p. 2-6), not by the name of 
the EIS or EA, but by the sale name. These ongoing 
activities have been considered in the cumulative effects 
analysis (EA, Chapter 3, by resource). 

5-8. The two representatives ask, “…why are [roads 
that are officially closed, but have no barrier or sign 
and roads that are closed, but have some type of 
breached physical barrier] not incorporated into the 
miles per square mile calculations?” In their next 
sentence, they cite EA p. 3-148, where the EA states 
that “All breached barriers and ineffective road 
closures were accounted for in the elk habitat 
model…” but they ask “how and in what capacity? 
Also, were pioneered trails taken into account in the 
elk habitat potential model?” (Comment Letter #5, pp. 
6-8) 

Breached barriers and ineffective road closures are 
accounted for in the elk model (EA, p. 3-141; PF Doc. 
WL-5 and WL-6) and for species most affected by roads 
(PF Doc. WL-26 through WL-31). The elk model 
accounts for road use by assigning each different use a 
percentage that represents the degree to which the type of 
road use affects elk habitat potential. A field survey was 
done for roads and trails in the Resource Area, 
documenting the type of use (open, closed, type and 
effectiveness of barrier, pioneered trail, etc.). This 
information was put into a spreadsheet and mapped using 
GIS so that the different road uses were accounted for in 
the wildlife analysis (Project Files, Wildlife). 

5-9. The two representatives contend, “The EA 
illegally relies on a future District Travel Plan that has 
not been finalized yet…” (Comment Letter #5, pp. 6-8) 

The District Travel Plan was released to the public in June 
2002. Over the next year, members of the public as well 
as Forest Service employees suggested changes to the 
Travel Plan. These recommendations were reviewed and 
the effects considered and documented. Revisions to the 
Travel Plan were issued in June 2003 (consisting of a 
Decision Notice, maps of affected areas, and the Forest 
Supervisor’s Order).  The Forest map for the Coeur 
d’Alene River Ranger District is in the process of being 
printed, and will be available for sale to the public by late 
summer. 

5-10. The two representatives contend, “Most of the 
EA is based upon a flimsy premise that the forest 
needs massive and extensive human intervention to 
make it healthy again.  However, the EA and 

associated documents are not precise in how to define 
forest health. ” (Comment Letter #5, p. 8) 

The premise of the EA is not that the forest needs massive 
and extensive human intervention, nor is it based on the 
broad term of “forest health,” which is defined in the 
Acronyms/Glossary section of the EA (p. AG-8). The need 
for the proposed action is described in detail in Chapter 1 
(pp. 1-2 through p. 1-5). 

5-11. The two representatives state “…we were unable 
to find a definition of “historical range of variability” in 
the EA. Charts in the EA routinely compare “historic” 
conditions to “current” conditions (e.g. Table 3-4). 
What is “historic?”…How did you get the data? …what 
evidence refutes scientific research that stand-replacing 
fires occurred in ponderosa pine types?” (Comment 
Letter #5, p. 8) 

The term “historical range of viability” is defined in the 
Acronyms/Glossary section of the EA (p. AG-9), with the 
following clarification:  “In this EA, [historical range of 
viability] refers to the range of conditions that are likely to 
have occurred prior to settlement of the project area by 
Euro-Americans (approximately the mid-1800s), which 
would have varied within certain limits over time. HRV is 
discussed in this document only as a reference point, to 
establish a baseline set of conditions for which sufficient 
scientific or historical information is available to enable a 
comparison to current conditions. 

5-12. The two representatives contend, “The Forest 
Service erroneously used post-logging photos as 
indicative of pre-settlement, open conditions. The EA 
uses an early 20th century photo of Rathdrum Prairie to 
show case the virgin timber and open ponderosa pine 
forest (EA Figure 1-4)…the Rathdrum Prairie is on the 
other side (west side of Hayden Lake) and at 2,200 feet 
in elevation. The vegetation is quite different.” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 9) 

The vegetation in these two areas is not that different. 
Figure 1-5 (EA, p. 1-3) depicts one of the few remaining 
open ponderosa pine stands in the Deerfoot Resource Area, 
which is quite similar to the photo of the Rathdrum prairie 
early in the 20th century. 

5-13. Attemann and Peterson argue, “Throughout the 
EA, the Forest Service talks about stand replacing fire 
as if they were unnatural… Why is there so little 
discussion of the beneficial role of stand-replacing fire?” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 9).  Also, “The analysis is terribly 
illogical in its treatment of larch…Stand-replacing fires 
favor larch as they do better in open sites yet the EA 
tries to avoid these types of fires while at the same time 
trying to encourage larch. This sophistry is merely an 
excuse to log as that is the agency’s solution to all ills, 
so-called forest health and child neglect included.” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 10) 

Stand-replacing fires are not unnatural, nor are they 
described as such in the EA.  Benefits of fire are discussed 
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in Chapter 3 (EA, p. 3-36): “Lower severity fires 
structured how the landscape responded when a lethal 
severity fire did occur.  The lower severity fires increased 
the proportion of the landscape with big trees and open 
canopies that would not sustain a crown fire. Reduction 
of ladder fuels would mean that even high intensity fire 
might not reach tree canopies in some cases. The larger 
trees that grew as a result of this thinning would be more 
likely to survive even intense fire.” The concerns 
addressed in the EA are related to the intensity of such 
fires, especially near the urban interface (EA, p. 1-3). 
“Changes in surface, ladder and crown fuels have resulted 
in the potential for an increase in fire intensity and 
severity when fires do start.  The arrangement and amount 
of fuels can now carry a fire into the crowns of trees, 
resulting in fires of an intensity and severity outside of the 
historic fire regime of the resource area. These intense 
fires are difficult to suppress, threaten human life and 
property, and can result in the loss of key ecosystem 
components.” (EA, p. 2-8).  “A current danger is stand-
replacing wildfire with fuel accumulations so high that 
burns are extremely hot, resulting in critical reductions of 
stored nutrients, with accompanying losses in potential 
productivity.” (EA, p. 3-36). 

5-14. The two representatives assert, “They also fail to 
analyze the negative impacts of unnatural spring 
burning fails to adequately analyze the direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts of the project on vegetative 
cover and fire regimes.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 9) 

The degree of each effect of a prescribed fire can be 
controlled by careful ignition in the appropriate weather 
conditions.” (EA, p. 3-41). “…Specifically, changes in 
aspects and shaded draws were commonly used as 
boundaries; these areas often have higher fuel moistures 
(especially in the spring), and in may cases will burn with 
very little intensity, if at all. Even with careful 
forethought and planning, prescribed burning can be 
uncertain, and small burned areas outside of the 
designated treatment areas should be expected.  These 
“slop-overs” are commonly relatively small, contained 
quickly, and should not cause significant effects,” (EA, 
pp. 3-41 and 3-42). 

“Historically, prescribed burning on the Coeur d’Alene 
River Ranger District occurs in the spring and fall seasons 
over a total time span of 45 to 60 days during each 
season. All burning complies with federal, state and local 
regulations. Management practices include, but are not 
limited to, burning under spring-like conditions (high 
moisture content in fuels, soil and duff) to reduce 
emissions, provide for retention of large woody debris, 
and to protect the soil,” (EA, p. 2-13).  “Prescribed 
broadcast burning and underburning would be of low 
intensity and would occur when the soil’s surface horizon 
has at least 25% moisture content in order to protect the 
site’s surface organic component,” (EA, p. 2-17). 

5-15. The two representatives point out, “Many timber 
sales in the past few years in the interior West have 
claimed a need to return conditions to a “pre-
settlement” status and “open park-like” stands. We 
question the authenticity of this model and cite two 
references that seem to refute the idea that our forests 
were far more open…Why is the agency using a model 
that may better fit the Southwest for so-called 
ponderosa pine stands in the Northern Rockies?” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 10) 

The activities in the Deerfoot Resource Area are not 
intended to return conditions to a pre-settlement status or 
open park-like stands. One of the objectives is to restore 
historical conditions in dry-site ecosystems based on the fire 
ecology of these forest types. “This project seeks to restore 
natural processes and maintain a range of forest 
composition and structure using historic conditions not as a 
goal, but as a reference,” (EA, p. 1-4). 

The analysis for fire/fuels in the Deerfoot Resource Area 
was based on information from existing databases (Timber 
Stand Management Record System [TSMRS], and Field 
Sampled Vegetation [FSVeg]). These databases were 
developed from stand exam information, historical records 
and aerial photo interpretation (EA, p. 3-34). The Fire & 
Fuels Extension [FFE] to the Forest Vegetation Simulator 
[FVS] was used to link the changes in forest vegetation 
(due to growth, natural or fire-based mortality, and 
management) with changes in fire behavior, using existing 
models and information wherever possible. 

5-16. Attemann and Peterson state, “The current 
vegetation is an expression of what grows best on the 
sites. Extensive past logging in this area proves that 
intolerant species are not less competitive because of a 
lack of sun, because there is plenty in the clear-cuts…If 
the premises in the EA were correct that logging is 
needed to favor intolerant seral species --then intolerant 
species should already dominate in the analysis area. 
…Furthermore, the actual decline in intolerant species 
may not be that great, if the charts in the EA are to be 
believed. That would support the suspicions of 
conservationists that the agency is making up crises as a 
justification for logging.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 10) 

Although no page or chart number is referenced, the chart 
most likely referred to by Attemann and Peterson is Figure 
3-VEG-19 (EA, p. 3-22), depicting the cumulative effects 
to forest cover types in the Deerfoot Resource Area. 

The “dry habitat type group” represents about 26% of the 
Resource Area, and 88% of this landscape is dominated by 
Douglas-fir and grand fir (EA, pp. 3-12 and 3-13). The 
“moist habitat type group” represents approximately 72% 
of the Deerfoot Resource Area. Currently, 76% of this 
landscape is dominated by grand fir and Douglas-fir (EA, p. 
3-6). 

The objective of Alternatives 4 and 6 is to restore dry site 
vegetation composition and structure toward increased 
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resiliency, in combination with treatment on landscape-
size patches of moister adjacent habitat (EA, p. 3-18). 
The majority (63%) of proposed harvest is associated with 
drier sites in the Resource Area, in response to the 
purpose and need (EA, p. 3-25). The greatest change in 
species across the entire Resource Area would occur in 
ponderosa pine, which would more than double (555 to 
1,455 acres). There will be substantial variability within 
treatment areas, because the amount of trees retained is 
based on what is available on the site. Wildlife, aquatic 
and visual concerns also played a part in maximizing 
retention on sites while trending the overall area toward 
restoration (EA, p. 3-18). The changes in species 
composition from Douglas-fir and grand fir to more 
resilient and the more desirable ponderosa pine, western 
larch and white pine will occur at the time of planting in 
harvested stands (EA, p. 3-22). 

5-17. The two representatives contend, “…it may well 
be the agency’s claim that logging mimics fire – the 
rationale for all the alternatives except two 
(Alternative 1 and 2) -- is wrong…Has the agency 
considered evidence that forest conditions are more 
reflective of climate change than fire suppression? 
…The EA omits climatic change as a reason for 
current forest composition in the face of evidence we 
are undergoing rapid and unprecedented global 
climate change.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 10) 

Harvest does not duplicate all aspects of fire disturbances, 
because trees killed by fires prior to Euro-American 
settlement were not harvested (EA, p. 3-20). Alternative 
4 uses a combination of tools (including precommercial 
treatments of understory and surface fuels, a variety of 
commercial harvest methods, prescribed burning, and tree 
planting) to reduce existing fuels levels and restore 
ponderosa pine stands, in addition to watershed 
restoration activities (EA, pp. 2-10 and 2-11). These 
activities will occur in only a portion of the Deerfoot 
Resource Area, based on site-specific factors such as 
physical, soils, climate, habitat type, vegetative 
composition conditions as well as interdisciplinary 
objectives, NEPA decisions, other regulatory guidance, 
and Forest Plan goals, objectives and standards (EA, p. 2-
13). The analysis of conditions in the Deerfoot area 
discusses the influence of climate on vegetation (EA, p. 3-
5 and 3-6). While the vegetation in the Coeur d’Alene 
Subbasin reflects the climatic conditions (EA, p. 3-6), 
current forest composition in the analysis area is primarily 
the result of disturbances, including fire, insects and 
diseases, and timber harvest (EA, pp. 3-7, 3-8). The 
Forest Service is continuing research into global change 
through participation in the US Department of 
Agriculture’s Global Change Research Program.  For 
more information, please visit the Forest Service’s 
Northern Global Change Research Program website at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/ne/global/. 

5-18. Attemann and Peterson note, “Hessburg and 
Lehmkuhl (1999) question the common assumption in 

the EA that fuel levels are too high for prescribed 
burning to take place before thinning…” (Comment 
Letter #5, p. 11) 

As a result of this comment, Hessburg and Lehmkuhl’s 
Science Peer-Review Summary of the Wenatchee National 
Forest’s Dry Forest Strategy was reviewed and evaluated (a 
copy is provided in the Project Files, DN). The review 
involved 6 scientists with specific expertise in the fields of 
fire ecology, forest landscape ecology and management, 
forest entomology, forest soils, forest hydrology, and 
wildlife ecology. The 6 scientists also had research 
experience working in the eastern Washington ecosystems 
were the Strategy is applicable. Each reviewed questions 
pertaining to their field of expertise. When asked which 
treatment options hold the most promise for moving 
landscapes toward native structure and functioning, both 
reviewers favored active management treatments using a 
diverse combination of silvicultural and prescribed fire 
treatments; both were strongly averse to implementing no 
active management, prescribed natural fire, or no-active fire 
suppression management scenarios. They suggested that a 
fire alone scenario could be successful, but perhaps not as 
successful and with less precision than a thin-burn strategy. 
It would be difficult using prescribed fire only to remove 
the larges of the small size classes. For example, there 
would be ecological consequences of eventual consumption 
of most or all woody debris, damage to residual trees, added 
smoke from logs consumed by fire that could have been 
utilized, the visual effect of leaving many small snags, and 
limited control over residual tree spacing. 

Idaho Fish & Game recommended the use of selective 
harvest to decrease stand density prior to prescribed burning 
(EA, p. 2-8). Precommercial treatments of understory and 
surface fuels will occur where necessary in conjunction 
with the commercial treatments (EA, p. 2-11). The 
Selected Alternative includes 269 acres where the treatment 
includes underburning to remove fuel loading and reduce 
shrub competition for planted seedlings, with no 
commercial timber harvest. Planting will occur on about 40 
to 50% of the area. The sites identified for this combination 
treatment previously had selective thinning or salvage 
harvest, and canopy has already died or been removed (EA, 
p. 3-21). 

An alternative was considered that that would implement a 
prescribed burning program with no prior timber harvest. 
This alternative was eliminated from further consideration 
because it would result in unacceptable environmental 
impacts to area resources, and would therefore not meet the 
purpose and need for the project (EA, p. 2-24 and Appendix 
I, p. I-5). 

5-19. The two representatives recommend that all the 
districts on the IPNF adopt the US Forest Service’s own 
fire ecology and science by Jack Cohen. Landscape 
treatment away from communities is irresponsible to 
the communities at risk.” They included a copy of the 
“Hayman Fire Case Study Analysis Preliminary 
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Findings” to support their views on effects of thinning 
on fire behavior. (Comment Letter #5, p .12) 

While the Kootenai County FireSmart program is 
accomplishing fuels reduction work in the home ignition 
zone, this project will focus on lands that are outside the 
home ignition zone, but in relatively close proximity to 
communities (EA, p. 1-6). Cohen states that treating dry-
site stands to reduce potential for high intensity fire is a 
good ecologically based treatment that reduces firebrand 
production that tends to increase the fire spread. He also 
states that maintain sustainable ecosystems is consistent 
with protecting homes and values associated with those 
homes from fire (DN, p. 21; EA, p. 1-6; PF Doc. REF-
12). The project fire/fuels specialist has reviewed the 
Hayman Fire Study, and concurs with many of their 
findings, which indicate similarities in conditions between 
the Hayman fire area and the Deerfoot Resource Area, 
and supports the basis for project activities. For example, 

• The potential for extreme fire behavior was predisposed 
by drought (Hayman Fire Study, p. 5). Conditions in 
the Deerfoot Resource Area are extremely dry as a 
result of a long-term drought that persists over much of 
the interior West. 

• Continuous surface and crown fuel structure in many 
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir stands rendered them 
susceptible to torching, crown fire, and ignition by 
embers, even under moderate weather condition 
(Hayman Fire Study, p. 5). Stands in the Deerfoot 
Resource Area are characterized by thickets of sapling 
and pole-sized fir, dense Douglas-fir with root rot, and 
scattered ponderosa pine. The presence of species less 
tolerant of insects, disease and fire, and the increased 
fuel loading due to fire suppression has put these stands 
at greater risk for large, high-intensity crown fires (EA, 
p. 1-4). 

• 	Continuous fuels across the landscape surrounding the 
South Plate River drainage afforded only limited 
opportunity for significant disruption of fire growth or 
for improved suppression. The few large areas that 
recently experienced wildfires or prescribed burn 
produced significant but isolated effects on fire growth 
(Hayman Fire Study, p. 5). Treatments under the 
Selected Alternative will be part of a comprehensive 
plan aimed at restoring ponderosa pine throughout its 
full biological range in the Deerfoot Project Area (EA, 
p. 2-11). 

• 	Cutting treatments where surface fuels were not 
removed experienced high surface fire intensities but 
were less likely to support crown fire (Hayman Fire 
Study, p. 6). Under the Selected Alternative, fuels 
reduction treatments will occur on all areas where 
harvest occurs (EA, p. 2-10). Precommercial treatment 
of understory and surface fuels will occur where 
necessary in conjunction with the commercial 
treatments (EA, p. 2-11). Site preparation and/or fuel 

treatment may include a combination of slashing, 
pruning, prescribed burning, grapple piling or hand 
piling, depending on site conditions (EA, p. 2-13). 

• 	No fuel treatment areas were encountered when the fire 
was small. The fire had time and space to become broad 
and generate a large convection column before 
encountering most treatment units (Hayman Fire Study, 
p. 7). The more area treated to restore and maintain 
stands toward historical species composition, the better 
the alternative meets Forest Plan goals. Alternatives 4 
and 6 would treat the most area, thereby best meeting the 
goals, objectives and standards of the Forest Plan. The 
Selected Alternative (Alternative 4) will make significant 
progress in reducing the potential intensities of wildfire in 
areas affected by past activities and fire suppression (EA, 
p. 3-55). 

• 	Few fuel treatments had been performed recently, leaving 
most of the landscape within the final fire perimeter with 
no treatment or only older treatments. This is significant 
because the high degree of continuity in age and patch 
structure of fuels and vegetation facilitates development 
of large fires that, in turn, limits the effectiveness of 
isolated treatment units (Hayman Fire Study, p. 7). 
Records show that prescribed burning has occurred in a 
relatively small portion of the Deerfoot Resource Area in 
the past (EA, p. 3-42). As stated above, Alternatives 4 
and 6 would treat the most area, thereby best meeting the 
goals, objectives and standards of the Forest Plan. 

Also of significance is the fact that, following the fire, 
stakeholders (individuals, organizations and communities in 
the area of the fire) indicated they preferred any of six 
different active fuel management strategies (combinations 
of prescribed fire, mechanical removal, and chemical 
spraying) to doing nothing, which would be tantamount to 
letting the forest grow and waiting for an ignition source 
(Hayman Fire Study, p. 17). 

5-20. The two representatives ask, “Why is there a 
singular reference to fuel break construction in Table 
G-TES-1 of the EA?  …Does the proposed action call for 
fuel break construction?” (Comment Letter #5, p. 12) 

The table title is misleading – there is no fuel break 
construction proposed in the Deerfoot Resource Area. As 
described in the paragraph above Table G-TES-1, the table 
displays the risk of effects to rare plants from various types 
of disturbance and activities (EA, Appendix G, p. G-2). 
The level of risk to Sensitive plants from various types of 
disturbance was used in the evaluation of environmental 
consequences. The table also includes the risk of adverse 
impacts to Sensitive plants as a result of stand-replacing 
wildfire, which is certainly not a proposed activity, but is 
displayed for information purposes. 

5-21. Attemann and Peterson state, “The EA fails to 
establish a dbh size limit on trees to be logged. The 
casual language only offers a false sense of retaining any 
sizeable trees… The FS can use their own discretion by 
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being allowed to select ponderosa pine or western 
larch for removal when they occur in a very dense 
stand that cannot be safely underburned without 
thinning (EA pg. 2-13). We recommend the IPNF to 
implement the east side screens as recommended by 
ICBMP which puts a 21” dbh tree size limit for the 
Deerfoot Project.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 12) 

It is the intent that large ponderosa pine, western larch 
and white pine trees (18 inches or greater diameter) will 
remain on site (which will be reflected in unit design and 
layout), unless removal is unavoidable due to safety 
reasons or other special circumstances (DN, p. 11 and EA, 
p.2-18). As a result, it is not practical to identify an 
absolute limit on the diameter of trees that could be 
removed during project activities. 

5-22. The two representatives identified a number of 
concerns related to protection of Management 
Indicator Species (MIS) and their habitat. “The IPNF 
will not employ the most current, relevant science and 
has failed to monitor these MIS and their habitat. 
Alternative 4…would continue the Forest Service-
facilitated degradation of habitat for species 
depending upon old growth, live and dead trees 
providing opportunities for cavity nesting, and large 
pieces of downed wood on or near the forest floor…” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 13)  The two representatives 
also argue the EA does not disclose if the IPNF is 
meeting Forest Plan old growth standard 10(b), which 
requires the FS to maintain at least 10 percent of the 
forested portion of the IPNF as old growth. (Comment 
Letter #5, p. 19) 

Methodology used in the analysis of habitat for 
management indicator species is based on findings and 
recommendations of the Integrated Scientific Assessment 
for Ecosystem Management in the Interior Columbia 
Basin, the Geographic Assessment for the Coeur d’Alene 
River Basin, the Roads Analysis Process for the Deerfoot 
Project, and the District Travel Plan; recorded species 
observations, habitat models assessing suitable and 
potential habitat, applicable scientific research, literature, 
management recommendations, and conservation 
strategies (EA, p. 3-108). Wildlife species known to 
occur on the IPNFs were screened to determine relevancy 
to the Coeur d’Alene River Basin and to the Deerfoot 
Resource Area by reviewing sighting records, planning 
documents, habitat suitability models, historic records, 
and scientific literature (EA, p. 3-109). Allocated old 
growth in the analysis area is described in Chapter 3 (EA, 
pp. 3-13 and 3-14). Effects to old growth management 
indicator wildlife species are also described (pp. 3-137 
through 3-140), as is snag and down wood habitat (pp. 3-
148 and 3-149). All of the proposed alternatives would 
meet Forest Plan standards related to old growth, 
including standard 10(b) (EA, pp. 3-27 through 3-29). No 
alternative proposed harvest in old growth. Based on 
design features and mitigation (DN, pp. 11-12 and EA, 
pp. 2-21 and 2-22), snag management will meet or exceed 

Forest Plan requirements. There will be little reduction in 
snags as a result of project activities in the Deerfoot 
Resource Area, since all existing snags will be retained 
unless they pose a threat to forest workers (EA, p. 3-114, 3-
153). Management Indicator Species, old growth, and 
snags are all monitored through the Forest Plan (Forest Plan 
Monitoring Reports; PF Doc. DN-3 and Project Files, 
Wildlife). 

5-23. Attemann and Peterson state, “The Ecology 
Center January 25, 2000 letter to the Forest Supervisor 
identified several monitoring items for which Forest 
Plan monitoring was not done, or was performed 
inadequately. Consider this letter from the Ecology 
Center as part of our EA comments.” (Comment Letter 
#5, p. 13) 

In their comments on the Iron Honey Draft EIS and Final 
EIS, representatives of the Ecology Center and The Lands 
Council (and several other projects on which they’ve 
commented over the past three years) asked that this letter 
to the Forest Supervisor be incorporated as comments. The 
Forest Supervisor has consistently responded that such an 
approach to public comment is insufficient and does not 
meet the requirements of commenting on Forest Service 
proposals.  “Comments on an environmental impact 
statement or on a proposed action shall be as specific as 
possible and may address either the adequacy of the 
statement or the merits of the alternatives discussed or 
both,” (40 CFR 1503.3[a]). 

5-24. The two representatives charge the EA is tiered to 
several documents, but fails to “identify what 
components and information is being used and how to 
analyze issues and concerns.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 20) 

The EA cites a number of documents that guided this 
project (including the National Fire Plan, ICBEMP, IPNF 
Forest Plan, Geographic Assessment for the Coeur d’Alene 
River Basin, and the Kootenai Wildland Urban Interface 
Fire Mitigation Plan), and briefly states how this project is 
consistent with their direction and guidance (EA, pp. 2-1 
through 2-4). Information from the documents is also 
provided in the Chapter 3 discussions for each resource. 
Applicable pages from each reference are provided in the 
appropriate Project File, with a cover sheet identifying how 
the reference was utilized in the analysis. Project Files are 
available for review upon request (EA, p. 1-7). 

5-25. Attemann and Peterson point out statements in 
the EA regarding effects of a large wildfire on local 
communities, and ask, “Since when has a Forest Service 
NEPA document taken into account the impact of home 
evacuations on the community?” They state, “If that is 
such a huge concern than the Forest Service needs to 
allocate more resources to treat and create defensible 
space within a half mile Wildland Urban Interface 
zone.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 20) 

The need for action in the Deerfoot Resource Area was 
derived from the Forest Plan, Wildfire Hazard-Risk 

Page A-11 



Deerfoot Decision Notice – Attachment A 

Assessment for the Coeur d’Alene River Ranger District, 
National Fire Plan, Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Project, Geographic Assessment, and the 
Kootenai County Wildland Urban Interface Mitigation 
Plan (EA, p. 1-2), all of which address fire management 
and control, and effects on communities.  Additional 
studies (EA, pp. 1-3, 1-6, and 3-32 through 3-55) also 
support the brief discussion of the potential effect on 
communities (EA, pp. 3-52 and 3-54). 

5-26. The two representatives claim, “The Deerfoot 
Project is another typical deficient timber sale in 
which the costs for preparing, analyzing and 
implementing the proposed Alternative far exceeds the 
timber sale receipts… The FS’s preferred Alternative 
4 is the most costly - $1,725,000 verses Alternative 2 
(no commercial timber sale) of only $64,000…” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 20) 

In reading the financial analysis in Chapter 3, specifically 
the Present Net Value (PNF), Alternative 2 would be 
more expensive to implement than Alternative 4 by about 
$125 per acre (EA, Table 3-FIN-6, pp. 3-164 and 3-165). 
The cost for slash disposal and site preparation work is 
lower under Alternative 4 because the sale purchaser 
would accomplish a portion of it, reducing the amount of 
appropriated taxpayer monies that would be needed. 
These costs are projected within the modeled bid price 
and displayed on the alternative spreadsheets in the 
Project Files (Finances). In comparison, Alternative 2 
costs do not incorporate planting fire-resistant species 
(Alternative 4 does), Alternative 2 would treat less than 
one-third as many acres as Alternative 4, and Alternative 
2 would not respond as well to enhancing the economy of 
the local community (EA, pp. 162 through 3-166). 

5-27. Attemann and Peterson point out the 
comparison of alternatives in Table 2-4 and the 
comparison of costs for each treatment in Table 2-14 
are not consistent in regard to slash disposal on non-
harvested acres. Also, they note there is no cost 
analysis for underburning under any alternative, even 
though Table 2-4 identifies the acres of prescribed 
burning to occur. (Comment Letter #5, p. 20) 

The tables in Chapter 2 are summaries of the financial 
analysis; Tables 2-4 and 2-14 do not both display the 
same level of detail.  In the discussion of financial effects 
in Chapter 3, the cost of underburning (both in harvest 
and non-harvest units), as well as other fuel-related work 
are clearly displayed in Tables 3-FIN-5 and 3-FIN-6. 
Methodology used for the financial analysis is described 
in the EA (pp. 3-159 through 3-161). 

5-28. The two representatives contend the Forest 
Service did not disclose the costs of the proposed 
action, failing to complete an adequate cost-benefit 
analysis.  “Costs of conducting the NEPA process, 
administering the timber sale, road construction, road 

maintenance, mitigation, monitoring and any other cost 
incurred by the Forest Service in association with the 
proposal should have been disclosed in the EA.” 
(Comment Letter #5, p. 21) 

A financial analysis was conducted for the Deerfoot 
proposal and disclosed in the EA (pages 3-159 through 3-
167). Forest Service policy (Forest Service Handbook 
2409.18, Section 32) sets a minimum level of financial 
analysis for timber sale planning (EA, page 3-167). The 
financial analysis is used to compare the alternatives and to 
show that the costs are reasonable to achieve the desired 
end results. Non-commodity values were not included in 
this analysis because these resources are evaluated under 
the specific resource section. For the purposes of 
complying with NEPA, the weighing of the merits and 
drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed 
in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when 
there are qualitative considerations (40 CFR 1502.23). 

5-29. The two representatives discuss the number of 
total roads the Forest Service manages and administers. 
“The EA claims that all new construction roads on the 
long-term plan which were not incorporated into the 
Deerfoot project will be evaluated through future 
analysis at the time their need is established. Not taking 
into account the new 1.15 miles of roads to be build 
under Alternative 4 violates NEPA and the Forest 
Service Handbook.” (Comment Letter #5, p. 21-22) 

The number of roads managed nationwide by the Forest 
Service is outside the scope of this proposal. The statement 
quoted by Attemann and Peterson is from Appendix H of 
the EA (p. H-5). This does not refer to the 1.15 miles of 
new road construction proposed under the Deerfoot 
Resource Area project. It simply means that if new roads 
were proposed for construction in the area in the future, 
effects would be appropriately evaluated under the NEPA 
process at that time. New road construction proposed under 
the Deerfoot EA is displayed in Table 2-4 (EA, p. 2-10) 
was considered in the analysis, and effects are disclosed in 
Chapter 3 by resource (for example, Fire/Fuels, p. 3-47; 
Aquatic Resources, pp. 3-82 through 3-84; Soils, pp. 3-102 
through 3-104; Wildlife, p. 3-115, 120, 121, 125, 128, 132, 
135, 137, 145, 149, etc.; and Scenery, p. 3-158). 

5-30. Attemann and Peterson also commented, “road 
closures that use gates and earth berms have proven to 
be ineffective... To think that the Forest Service will 
effectively close the 1.15 miles of new roads and nearly 
30 miles of reconstructed roads under Alternative 4 
roads for wildlife security is unrealistic.” (Comment 
Letter #5, p. 22) 

Implementation of the District Travel Plan will continue, 
resulting in more effective road closures and better 
enforcement of existing closures. This should trend 
towards increased wildlife security over time (EA, p. 3-117, 
3-121, 3-133, 3-135, 3-145, and 3-148). 
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